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Forming Dōrasamudra: Temples of the Hoysaḷa Capital in Context
Katherine E. Kasdorf
 The village of Haḷēbīḍ, in the southwestern Indian state of Karnataka, was once a city 
called Dōrasamudra, capital of the Hoysaḷa dynasty from the mid-11th to mid-14th centuries.  
Although the site is home to more than twenty temples and temple ruins, as well as the 
fragmentary remains of a fort wall and palace compound, the place name “Haḷēbīḍ” today is 
nearly synonymous with a single monument: the lavishly sculptural Hoysaḷēśvara temple.  This 
expansive, double-shrine temple would have been a dominant feature of the Hoysaḷa capital from 
the time of its construction around 1120 C.E., but the near monopoly it has over the site in both 
popular and academic circles has caused other buildings to be overlooked.  This focus on the 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple has also isolated the building from its surroundings, obscuring its 
relationship to other features of the historical city.
 In this dissertation I develop a fuller understanding of the Hoysaḷa capital and its temples 
by expanding the scope of inquiry to include the whole city.  Taking the archaeological material 
and published inscriptions of the entire site into account, I consider the ways in which a selection 
of Dōrasamudra’s temples relate to one another and to other features of their surrounding 
landscape.  This site-contextualized study provides insight into the relevance of the temples’ 
spatial and sculptural forms, ritual purposes, and patrons’ goals.  Comparison with monuments at 
other sites reveals that many temples of Dōrasamudra contributed to the city’s prestige through 
their distinctive visual properties or their association with important deities or authoritative 
institutions.  In addition to offering new perspectives on individual temples of the Hoysaḷa 
capital, this study provides a greater understanding of the social and architectural characteristics 
of distinct neighborhoods, routes of access to specific temples and throughout the city, and a 
dynamic urban landscape that would have been visually and spatially altered with each new 
construction.
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Map 1  Central and Southern India.  © 2012 Mapabc.com, © 2012 Google.
Map 2  Hoysaḷa country and surrounding regions.  © 2012 Mapabc.com, © 2012 Google.
Map 3  Haḷēbīḍ / Dōrasamudra.  From Archaeological Survey of Mysore, Annual Report 
  for the year 1930 (MAR 1930).
Map 4  “Plan of the Remains of the Ancient City of Dora Samudrum now called Halla 
  Bede formerly Capital of the Carnatic previous to the First Mahomedan Invasion 
  of The South of India from actual Survey on the 1st and 2nd of July 1806”.  
  Mackenzie Collection.  © The British Library Board, WD 2630.
Map 4a Detail of Mackenzie Collection plan of Dōrasamudra, showing fortified city.
  © The British Library Board, WD 2630. 
  Numbers as indicated in “Explanation” (Map 3, lower right): “1. Line of Old 
  Rampart  2. Ancient Gateways  3. Halla Bede Do. [Gateways].  4. Cat Iswar 
  Pagoda [Kēdārēśvara temple]  5. Ruined Building  6. The Seite & Vestiges of the 
  Armunee or Ancient Palace  7. Jain Busty Pagoda  8. Great Pagoda of Ounst 
  Iswar [Hoysaḷēśvara temple]  9. Fakiers Choultry”
  Temples and Hoysaḷa-period fort walls in pink; residential/civic architecture, 
  roads, and later village fortifications in tan.  Hoysaḷa-period northeastern fort wall 
  faintly indicated; note gate in wall to north of later fort wall.  Kēdārēśvara temple 
  mislabeled “6” in pencil and re-labeled “4” in ink.  Jain temple compound (three 
  temples east of palace) mislabeled “5” in pencil and crossed out.  Cluster of 
  buildings to immediate north of Jain temples is core of present-day Bastihaḷḷi.
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Chapter 1
Figure 1.1 Haḷēbīḍ, Hoysaḷēśvara Temple viewed from west/southwest, ca. 1120 C.E. with 
  12th-13th-century additions.
Figure 1.2 Haḷēbīḍ, view from top of Beṇṇe Guḍḍa, looking east.  Pārśvanātha basadi in 
  middle ground, Kēdārēśvara temple at end of road, Dōrasamudra tank and 
  surrounding hills in background.
Figure 1.3 Haḷēbīḍ, Beṇṇe Guḍḍa hill.  Viewed from Bairēdēvara Guḍḍa, hill to southeast.
Figure 1.4 Haḷēbīḍ, Nagarēśvara site, ca. mid-12th century.  Viewed from Beṇṇe Guḍḍa Hill 
  to southwest.
Figure 1.5 Haḷēbīḍ/Bastihaḷḷi, Jain temple compound from northeast.  Stepwell in 
  foreground, Śāntinātha basadi at left, Pārśvanātha basadi at right. Smaller 
  Ādinātha basadi between Ś. and P. basadis not visible.
Figure 1.6 Haḷēbīḍ/Bastihaḷḷi, Pārśvanātha image, ca. 1133.  Height 14–15 feet (4.27–4.57 
  m.).
Figure 1.7 Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, ca. 1200–1220, viewed from west.  Placement of 
  sculptural panels altered during early 20th-century restoration.
Figure 1.8 Haḷēbīḍ, Hūcēśvara temple, ca. 12th century, viewed from northeast.
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Figure 1.9 Haḷēbīḍ, Rudēśvara temple, ca. 12th–13th century.
Figure 1.10 Haḷēbīḍ, Gūḍlēśvara temple, ca. 12th century, viewed from southwest.
Figure 1.11 Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple, ca. 12th century with later additions, viewed from 
  south.
Figure 1.12 Haḷēbīḍ, Raṅganātha temple, ca. 12th–13th century with later additions, viewed 
  from north.
Figure 1.13 Haḷēbīḍ, Hoysaḷēśvara temple, detail from south.
Figure 1.14 Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, Cāmuṇḍarāya basadi, ca. late 10th century.
Figure 1.15 Aralaguppe, Umā-Māhēśvara image in Kallēśvara temple, ca. 9th–10th century.
Figure 1.16 Aṅgaḍi, Jain temple, ca. 11th century, from southwest.
Figure 1.17 Aṅgaḍi, Cenna-Kēśava temple, ca. late 11th–early 12th century.
Figure 1.18 Hāvēri, Siddhēśvara temple, ca. late 11th–early 12th century.
Figure 1.19 Kikkēri, Brahmēśvara temple, ca. 1171.
Figure 1.20 Somanāthapura, Kēśava temple, ca. 1268, from southwest (two of three vimānas 
  visible).
Figure 1.21 Somanāthapura, Kēśava temple, detail.
Chapter 2
Figure 2.1 Haḷēbīḍ, Dōrasamudra fort wall, west.
Figure 2.2 Dōrasamudra fort wall, east (near museum).
Figure 2.3 Dōrasamudra southeastern fort wall, tunnel entrance.
Figure 2.4 Dōrasamudra southeastern fort wall, tunnel.
Figure 2.5 Haḷēbīḍ, palace site.  Beṇṇe Guḍḍa hill in background.
Figure 2.6 Haḷēbīḍ, palace site.
Figure 2.7 Haḷēbīḍ, east-west road leading east from palace toward Kēdārēśvara temple.
Figure 2.8 Haḷēbīḍ, east-west road leading west from Kēdārēśvara temple toward palace.
Chapter 3
Figure 3.1 Haḷēbīḍ, Hoysaḷēśvara Temple viewed from west/southwest, ca. 1120 C.E. with 
  12th-13th-century additions.
Figure 3.2 Hoysaḷēśvara Temple, from east.
Figure 3.3 Hoysaḷēśvara Temple, southern vimāna from southwest.
Figure 3.4 Hoysaḷēśvara Temple, detail of friezes (southern side, southeast).
Figure 3.5 Hoysaḷēśvara Temple, detail of figural panels (southern side, south/southwest).
Figure 3.6 Hoysaḷēśvara Temple, plan from Annual Report of the Archaeological Survey of 
  Mysore for the year 1930 (MAR 1930).
Figure 3.7 Hoysaḷēśvara Temple, southern raṅga-maṇḍapa, looking towards sanctum.
Figure 3.8 Hoysaḷēśvara Temple, southern Nandī maṇḍapa and Sūrya shrine, from south.
Figure 3.9 Hoysaḷēśvara temple, Western subsidiary shrine of southern vimāna, northern 
  side.  Note obscured figural panel behind lower eave.
Figure 3.10 Hoysaḷēśvara temple, central eastern shrine, exterior.
Figure 3.11 Hoysaḷēśvara temple, central eastern shrine, interior.
Figure 3.12 Hoysaḷēśvara temple, central western shrine, exterior.
Figure 3.13 Hoysaḷēśvara temple, central hall interior, west.  Note central shrine.
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Figure 3.14 Hoysaḷēśvara temple, southern doorway.
Figure 3.15 Hoysaḷēśvara temple from south, with mahādvāra.
Figure 3.16 Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi inscription of Kētamalla, mentioning foundation of Hoysaḷēśvara 
  temple in Dōrasamudra, 1120 C.E.   Archaeological Museum, Halebid.  
  Photographed with the kind permission of the Archaeological Survey of India.
Figure 3.17 Bēlūr, Cenna-Kēśava (Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa) temple from southwest, ca. 1117 C.E.
Figure 3.18 Bēlūr, Cenna-Kēśava (Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa) temple with tower.  Photograph by 
  Edmund D. Lyon, “Views in Mysore, Bailoor Temple,” 1868. © The British 
  Library Board 21266.
Figure 3.19 Udaipur (Madhya Pradesh), Udayeśvara temple, ca. 1059–1080 C.E., illustrating 
  Bhūmija mode. Photograph: American Institute of Indian Studies acc. no. 3415 
  (neg. no. B1.14).
Figure 3.20 Bēlūr, Cenna-Kēśava (Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa) temple, detail of southern wall.
Figure 3.21 Badami, Yallamā temple, from south, ca. late 11th century, illustrating Vēsara 
  mode.
Figure 3.22 Haḷēbīḍ, Hoysaḷēśvara temple, upper wall detail (northern vimāna, west).
Figure 3.23 Koravaṅgala, Būcēśvara temple, from west, ca. 1173 C.E.
Fig. 3.23a Koravaṅgala, Būcēśvara temple, detail of western wall.
Figure 3.24 Haḷēbīḍ, Nagarēśvara site, ca. mid-12th century.  Viewed from Beṇṇe Guḍḍa Hill 
  to southwest.
Figure 3.25 Nagarēśvara site, central temple, from south.
Figure 3.26 Nagarēśvara site, detail of friezes on southern temple, from south.
Figure 3.27 Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, eastern side of southern vimāna, ca. 1200–1220, 
  with alterations made during early 20th-century restoration.  Note Varāha figural 
  panel (with vine base) on far left from Nagarēśvara site.  Figures with bases of 
  linear moldings from Kēdārēśvara temple.
Figure 3.28 Bēlūr, Āṇḍāḷ temple within Cenna-Kēśava compound, from southwest, ca. 
  16th–17th century.  Sculptural panels reused from Hoysaḷa-period temples, large 
  figures from Haḷēbīḍ Nagarēśvara site.
Figure 3.29 Varāha, Hoysaḷēśvara temple, south.  
Figure 3.30 Varāha, Hoysaḷēśvara, north.
Figure 3.31 Varāha from Nagarēśvara site.  Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, east-southeast.
Figure 3.32 Varāha from Nagarēśvara site. Bēlūr, Āṇḍāḷ temple, south-southwest.
Figure 3.33 Varāha corner, Hoysaḷēśvara, south.
Figure 3.34 Varāha corner, Hoysaḷēśvara, north.
Figure 3.35 Varāha corner from Nagarēśvara site, Kēdārēśvara temple. 
Figure 3.36 Varāha corner from Nagarēśvara site, Bēlūr, Āṇḍāḷ temple.
Figure 3.37 Goddess adjacent to Varāha, Hoysaḷēśvara, north.
Figure 3.38  Haḷēbīḍ, Hūcēśvara temple, ca. 12th century, viewed from northwest.
Figure 3.39 Haḷēbīḍ, unfinished figural block just north of Hūcēśvara temple.
Figure 3.40 Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, ca. 1200-1220, viewed from west.  Placement of 
  sculptural panels altered during early 20th-century restoration.
Figure 3.41 Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, detail of western vimāna, northern side.  All figural 
  blocks shown are original to the Kēdārēśvara temple.  Note both principal (center) 
  and recessed corner blocks (flanking center).
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Figure 3.42 Varāha panel from Kēdārēśvara temple, on eastern side of temple’s northern 
  vimāna.
Figure 3.43 Hāranhaḷḷi, Somēśvara temple, from southwest, ca. 1234 C.E.  Bull statue on roof 
  and structure built onto southern vimāna (right) are later additions.
Figure 3.44 Hāranhaḷḷi, Somēśvara temple, northern side, detail.  (Blank frieze marks 
  unfinished narrative frieze.)
Figure 3.45 Haḷēbīḍ, Hoysaḷēśvara temple, northern vimāna from northwest.
Figure 3.46 Hoysaḷēśvara temple, northern antarāla doorway.
Figure 3.47 Hoysaḷēśvara temple, southern antarāla dvārapāla (compare figure 3.3).  Note 
  upper point broken off below capital molding.
Figure 3.48 Hoysaḷēśvara temple, makara-tōraṇa lintel over southern antarāla doorway.
Figure 3.49 Hoysaḷēśvara temple, makara-tōraṇa lintel over northern antarāla doorway.
Figure 3.50 Pillar monument of Kuvara Lakṣma, south/southwest of Hoysaḷēśvara temple, 
  from south, ca. 1220 C.E.
Figure 3.51 Pillar of Kuvara Lakṣma, detail, western side.
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Figure 4.1 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Basadi compound from northwest (Pārśvanātha basadi in 
  foreground).
Figure 4.2 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Basadi compound from northeast.  Stepwell in foreground, 
  Śāntinātha basadi at left, Pārśvanātha basadi at right.
Figure 4.3 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi, plan from EITA I.3 (Dhaky 1996, fig. 
  176).
Figure 4.4 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi viewed from east, ca. 1133 C.E.
Figure 4.5 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Śāntinātha basadi viewed from east, ca. 1256 C.E., porch ca. 
  16th–17th century.
Figure 4.6 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Ādinātha basadi (Hoysaḷa-period Nakara Jinālaya dedicated 
  to Mallinātha) viewed from northeast, ca. 1138.
Figure 4.7 Haḷēbīḍ, Ādinātha basadi, original pīṭha for Mallinātha (note water pot lāñcana) 
  with later image of Ādinātha.
Figure 4.8 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi, interior from north (view across 
  raṅga-maṇḍapa to Pārśvanātha in garbha-gṛha).
Figure 4.9 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Śāntinātha basadi, interior from north (view across 
  raṅga-maṇḍapa to Śāntinātha in garbha-gṛha).
Figure 4.10 Halēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Basadi compound, mahādvāra from north (compound 
  exterior).  (Pārśvanātha basadi seen in background, through door opening).  
  Reassembled Hoysaḷa-period materials with ca. 16th–17th-century superstructure.
Figure 4.11 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Basadi compound, mahādvāra from south (compound 
  interior).  Baḷi pīṭha in foreground.
Figure 4.12 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Mānastambha in front of Śāntinātha basadi,
Figure 4.13 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Yakṣa enshrined at top of mānastambha, ca. 12th–13th 
  century.
Figure 4.14 Figure carved into mānastambha base, ca. 16th–17th century.  Photo: Anna 
  Seastrand.
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Figure 4.15 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi from north.  View of baḷi pīṭha, 
  mukhamaṇḍapa, and temple doorway.
Figure 4.16 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi from south (vimāna, south).
Figure 4.17 Pārśvanātha basadi, southern parapet, detail.
Figure 4.18 Pārśvanātha basadi, eastern adhiṣṭhāna, makaras.
Figure 4.19 Pārśvanātha basadi, bhadra on eastern adhiṣṭhāna, detail, elephants and makaras.
Figure 4.20 Pārśvanātha basadi, eastern adhiṣṭhāna detail, dancing male deity.
Figure 4.21 Pārśvanātha basadi, western adhiṣṭhāna detail, female deity. 
Figure 4.22 Pārśvanātha basadi, western adhiṣṭhāna detail, female figure with snakes, 
  accompanied by hooded male figures.
Figure 4.23 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi interior.  Raṅga-maṇḍapa from 
  northwest.
Figure 4.24 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi interior.  Raṅga-maṇḍapa from east to 
  west, view of central western subsidiary shrine.
Figure 4.25 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi, central ceiling of raṅga-maṇḍapa. 
Figure 4.26 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi, central panel of raṅga-maṇḍapa ceiling 
  showing Dharaṇēndra and other figures. 
Figure 4.27 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi, side view of raṅga-maṇḍapa ceiling.
Figure 4.28 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi interior, yakṣa on southern side of 
  raṅga-maṇḍapa.
Figure 4.29 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi interior, yakṣī on western side of 
  antarāla.
Figure 4.30 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi interior, eastern central subsidiary shrine.
Figure 4.31 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi interior, eastern central subsidiary 
  shrine’s triple pīṭha with lāñcanas (from left to right: goat of Kunthunātha, water 
  pot of Mallinātha, boar of Vimalanātha)
Figure 4.32 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi, Pārśvanātha image in garbha-gṛha, ca. 
  1133.  Height approx. 4.27–4.57 m.  Smaller image in foreground later addition.
Figure 4.33 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Śāntinātha basadi, Śāntinātha image in garbha-gṛha, ca. 
  1256.  Height approx. 4.27 m.  Smaller image in foreground later addition.
Figure 4.34 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Jain temple mounds from Dōrasamudra to south of surviving 
  basadis.  View of ASI survey team, 28 January 2009.
Figure 4.35 Tīrthaṅkara from Dōrasamudra, found in mounds to south of basadis, now in 
  Archaeological Museum, Haḷēbīḍ (acc. no. 488), ca. 12th century.  Height approx. 
  4.8 m.  Surrounding framework assembled at museum.
Figure 4.35 Tīrthaṅkara from Dōrasamudra, found in mounds to south of basadis, now in 
  Archaeological Museum, Haḷēbīḍ (acc. no. 488), ca. 12th century.  Height approx. 
  4.8 m.  Surrounding framework assembled at museum.
Figure 4.36 Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa viewed from a distance.
Figure 4.37 Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, large hill (Doḍḍa Beṭṭa) viewed from small hill.
Figure 4.38 Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, small hill (Cikka Beṭṭa) viewed from large hill.
Figure 4.39 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi, foundation inscription.
Figure 4.40 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi foundation inscription, detail of script 
  (opening of text, with decorative motif).
Figure 4.41 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi foundation inscription, detail of 
  sculptural imagery.
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Figure 4.42 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha image viewed in natural light.
Figure 4.43 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha image detail with head, serpent canopy, and 
  parasol.
Figure 4.44 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha image detail with head and serpent canopy 
  viewed from below.
Figure 4.45 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha image detail, yakṣa Dharaṇēndra.
Figure 4.46 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha image detail, yakṣī Padmāvatī.
Figure 4.47 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha image, back view.
Figure 4.48 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha image detail, prabhāvalī.
Figure 4.49 Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha image detail, pedestal inscription.
Figure 4.50 Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, large hill, Bāhubali, ca. 978–993 C.E.  Height approx. 17.88 m.
Figure 4.51 Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, small hill, Jina identified as Śāntinātha, ca. late 10th–11th 
  century.  Height approx. 3.91 m.
Figure 4.52 Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, small hill, Pārśvanātha image, ca. late 10th–11th century.  
  Height approx. 5.16 m.
Figure 4.53 Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, Pārśvanātha image, back view.
Figure 4.54 Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, Pārśvanātha image detail, vine.
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Figure 5.1 Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple and road, western view.
Figure 5.2 Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, ca. 1200–1220, viewed from northwest.  Placement 
  of sculptural panels altered during early 20th-century restoration.
Figure 5.3 Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, viewed from southeast.
Figure 5.4 Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, viewed from southwest.  Photograph anon. 
  ca. 1850s–1860s.  © The British Library Board, Bowring Collection, MSS Eur 
  G91, f.211a.
Figure 5.5 Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, viewed from south.  Photograph by Chāmarāja 
  Woḍeyar X, Jan. 1886.  From The Maharajah’s Tour (Hayes ed. 1887), between 
  pp. 64–65.
Figure 5.6 Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, detail of southern vimāna including elements from 
  Nagarēśvara site built into Kēdārēśvara during early 20th-century restoration.
Figure 5.7a   Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, northeastern subsidiary shrine inside 
  raṅga-maṇḍapa.
Figure 5.7b Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, inscription of Nārasiṃha II and Padmaladēvi 
  (1221–22 C.E.) on eastern side of northeastern subsidiary shrine.
Figure 5.8 Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, northwestern subsidiary shrines inside 
  raṅga-maṇḍapa.
Figure 5.9 Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, plan from Evans, Epic Narratives in the Hoysaḷa 
  Temples (1997).
Figure 5.10 Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, interior.  View from entrance (east) looking west.
Figure 5.11 Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, western garbha-gṛha doorway.
Figure 5.12 Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, southern garbha-gṛha doorway.
Figure 5.13 Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, western antarāla doorway.
Figure 5.14 Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, northern garbha-gṛha doorway.
ix
Figure 5.15 Makara lintel from Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple, Vēṇugōpāla at center.  Kolkata, 
  Indian Museum N.S.2243 / A2523.
Figure 5.16 Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple, makara lintel over southern garbha-gṛha doorway, 
  Sarasvatī at center.
Figure 5.17 Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple, makara lintel over western antarāla doorway, Śiva 
  at center.
Figure 5.18 Kolkata makara lintel from Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple, detail, 
  Kṛṣṇa-Vēṇugōpāla.  Indian Museum N.S.2243 / A2523.
Figure 5.19 Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple, southern garbha-gṛha makara lintel, detail, 
  Sarasvatī.
Figure 5.20 Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple, western antarāla makara lintel, detail, Śiva.
Figure 5.21 Lintel from Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple, Kṛṣṇa-Kāḷiyadamana at center.  
  Copenhagen, National Museum of Denmark, Da.665.
Figure 5.22 Lintel from Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple, Sarasvatī at center.  Copenhagen, 
  National Museum of Denmark, Da.665.
Figure 5.23 Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple, lower lintel of western antarāla doorway, Śiva at 
  center.
Figure 5.24 Copenhagen Kṛṣṇa lintel from Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple, detail, 
  Kṛṣṇa-Kāḷiyadamana.  National Museum of Denmark Da.665.
Figure 5.25 Copenhagen Sarasvatī lintel from Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple, detail, Sarasvatī.  
  National Museum of Denmark Da.665.
Figure 5.26 Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple, lower lintel of western antarāla doorway, detail, 
  Śiva.
Figure 5.27 Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple, southern garbha-gṛha doorway, doorjamb detail, 
  Vaiṣṇava dvārapāla.
Figure 5.28 Doorjamb from Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple, detail, dvārapāla of Sarasvatī.  
  Copenhagen, NMD Da.665.
Figure 5.29 Doorjamb from Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple with dvārapāla of Sarasvatī.  
  Copenhagen, NMD Da.665.
Figure 5.30 Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple, pīṭha in southern garbha-gṛha.
Figure 5.31 Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple, pīṭha in southern garbha-gṛha, detail, haṃsa.
Figure 5.32 Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple, pīṭha in northern garbha-gṛha.
Figure 5.33 Sarasvatī from Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple.  Kolkata, Indian Museum.
Figure 5.34 Gadag, Sarasvatī shrine to south of Trikūṭēśvara temple, interior, ca. late 
  11th–early 12th century.
Figure 5.35 Gadag, Sarasvatī enshrined to south of Trikūṭēśvara temple.
Figure 5.36 Baḷḷigāve, Kēdārēśvara temple, ca. late 11th–early 12th century, from west.
Figure 5.37 Baḷḷigāve, Kēdārēśvara temple, from southeast.
Figure 5.38 Baḷḷigāve, Kēdārēśvara temple, plan from EITA I.3 (Dhaky 1996), after Cousens.
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Figure 6.1 Haḷēbīḍ, Gūdḷēśvara temple viewed from southwest, ca. 12th century.
Figure 6.2 Haḷēbīḍ, Gūdḷēśvara temple, from east.
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Figure 6.3 Haḷēbīḍ, Gūdḷēśvara temple, plan (scale not exact; bhadras of raṅga-maṇḍapa not 
  indicated).  Entrance to temple faces east.  Plan by Karishma Rao, Ikshu Dhanva, 
  Sumana Harish, Sanjana H.Y., and Srishti Singh.
Figure 6.4 Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple viewed from northwest, ca. 12th century with later 
  additions (including tower, eastern maṇḍapa, bull statue on roof).
Figure 6.5 Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple interior.  View of reused eastern raṅga-maṇḍapa 
  looking west towards western raṅga-maṇḍapa and garbha-gṛha.  Hoysaḷa-period 
  Nandī (bull) in foreground left.
Figure 6.6 Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple, plan (scale not exact).  Entrance to temple faces east.  
  Plan by Karishma Rao, Ikshu Dhanva, Sumana Harish, Sanjana H.Y., and Srishti 
  Singh.
Figure 6.7 Haḷēbīḍ, Raṅganātha temple viewed from north, ca. 12th–13th-century vimāna 
  with later additions (including reused Hoysaḷa-period materials and upper part of 
  tower).
Figure 6.8 Haḷēbīḍ, Raṅganātha temple viewed from east, with reused figural blocks from 
  Nagarēśvara site built into mukha-maṇḍapa.
Figure 6.9 Haḷēbīḍ, Raṅganātha temple, plan (scale not exact).  Entrance to temple faces 
  east.  Plan by Karishma Rao, Ikshu Dhanva, Sumana Harish, Sanjana H.Y., and 
  Srishti Singh.
Figure 6.10 Haḷēbīḍ, Raṅganātha temple, Raṅganātha image.  Note damage to garbha-gṛha 
  wall.
Figure 6.11 Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple, Vīrabhadra image.  
Figure 6.12 Haḷēbīḍ, Kumbaḷēśvara temple viewed from northeast.  Date uncertain; 
  constructed primarily from reused Hoysaḷa-period materials.
Figure 6.13 Haḷēbīḍ, Kumbaḷēśvara temple, interior, raṅga-maṇạpa.  Note pillars of different 
  proportions.
Figure 6.14 Haḷēbīḍ, Kumbaḷēśvara temple, plan (scale not exact).  Entrance to temple faces 
  east.  Plan by Karishma Rao, Ikshu Dhanva, Sumana Harish, Sanjana H.Y., and 
  Srishti Singh.
Figure 6.15 Haḷēbīḍ, Raṅganātha temple, eastern raṅga-maṇḍapa.
Figure 6.16 Haḷēbīḍ, Raṅganātha temple, eastern raṅga-maṇḍapa, western ceiling and lintel 
  with Bobbēśvara inscription of 1213 C.E.
Figure 6.17 Detail of inscribed lintel showing part of inscription of 1213 and later inverted 
  inscription at top.
Figure 6.18 Detail of inscribed lintel showing inverted inscription, corrected to show letters.
Figure 6.19 Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra (left) and Gūḍlēśvara (right) temples, viewed from road to 
  their east.
Figure 6.20 Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple, guru image in southern subsidiary shrine of western 
  raṅga-maṇḍapa, ca. late 13th–14th century.
Figure 6.21 Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple, goddess image in northern subsidiary shrine of 
  western raṅga-maṇḍapa, ca. 16th–17th century.
Figure 6.22 Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple, northern side.
Figure 6.23 Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple, western side.
Figure 6.24 Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple, southern side.
Figure 6.25 Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple, detail, unfinished sculpture in eastern part of 
  southern side.
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Figure 6.26 Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple, detail, central bhadra of vimāna, southern side.
Figure 6.27 Haḷēbīḍ Hoysaḷēśvara temple, Sūrya shrine, southern side.
Figure 6.28 Beḷavāḍi Vīra-Nārāyaṇa temple, Vēṇugōpāla shrine, southern side.
Figure 6.29 Haḷēbīḍ, Hoysaḷēśvara temple, southern vimāna detail.
Figure 6.30 Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple, detail, southwestern corner of vimāna.
Figure 6.31 Haḷēbīḍ Hoysaḷēśvara temple, Sūrya shrine, detail, center of southern side.
Figure 6.32 Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple, detail, southern side.
Conclusions
Figure 7.1 Arasīkere, Īśvara temple, ca. late 11th century.  View from east-southeast, 
  mukha-maṇḍapa in foreground.
Figure 7.2 Arasīkere, Īśvara temple, vimāna viewed from southwest.
Appendix II
Figure A.1 Bēlūr, Āṇḍāḷ shrine within Cenna-Kēśava temple compound, ca. 16th–17th 
  century (southeast).
Figure A.2 Bēlūr, Āṇḍāḷ shrine, south.
Figure A.3 Bēlūr, Āṇḍāḷ shrine, doorway with Śaiva imagery.
Figure A.4 Bēlūr Āṇḍāḷ shrine, northern side of vimāna.
Figure A.5 Figural block from Haḷēbīḍ Nagarēśvara site incorporated into Bēlūr Āṇḍāḷ 
  shrine, northwestern corner of vimāna.
Figure A.6 Figural block from Haḷēbīḍ Nagarēśvara site incorporated into Haḷēbīḍ 
  Kēdārēśvara temple, southern vimāna.
Figure A.7 Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava compound, figural blocks in northern prākāra.
Figure A.8 Figural block reused in former Āḻvār shrine, Bēlūr.  Corner.
Figure A.9 Figural block reused in former Āḻvār shrine, Bēlūr.  Inner side.  Note vine motifs 
  and pilaster.
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Chapter 1 — Studying Haḷēbīḍ and Hoysaḷa Temples: Introduction, Historiography, and 
Methodology
 In the hill-dotted plain just east of the Western Ghats1 of southern Karṇāṭaka, in a 
cultivated valley surrounded by low-lying mountains and punctuated by hillocks and water 
reservoirs, the Hoysaḷa dynasty (ca. mid-10th century–1346 C.E.), assisted by governors, 
merchants, and other associates, built their capital between the mid-11th and 14th centuries, 
significantly changing the landscape of the region (maps 1–3).  Called Dōrasamudra (“ocean of 
Dōra”), perhaps a reference to the large reservoir on the eastern border of the city,2 the urban 
center evidenced by Hoysaḷa-period inscriptions, architecture, and archaeological material is 
today a village known as Haḷēbīḍ (from the Kannaḍa haḷeya bīḍu, “old encampment/abode”).3  
Most structures of the Hoysaḷa-period city are gone, its houses, shops, and even palace 
presumably having been built from perishable materials such as mud, thatch, wood, and brick.  
While such buildings intended primarily for human use have disappeared, several of the stone 
temples made to house and honor gods, goddesses, and jinas (“conquerors” of worldly existence 
idealized by followers of Jainism) have endured and stand now among the more recent houses 
and shops that serve the current population of the town.
 1
1 The Western Ghats are a mountain range that run north-south near the western coast of India, from northern 
Maharashtra to the Nīlgiri Hills in the southernmost part of Karṇāṭaka.
2 The city’s Hoysaḷa-period name is commonly misidentified as “Dvārasamudra” or “Dwārasamudra.”  Hoysaḷa-
period inscriptions consistently call the city Dōrasamudra, occasionally spelling the name with the aspirate, 
Dhōrasamudra.  See Derrett 1957 (p. 221) for a discussion of the city’s name.  The reservoir that is known today as 
Dōrasamudra (or “Dvārasamudra”) tank is simply called hiriya-keṟe, “large tank,” in Hoysaḷa-period inscriptions.  
Inscriptions do not explicitly identify the name of the city with any particular body of water.
3 The area of Dōrasamudra city in fact comprises two villages today, Haḷēbīḍu and Bastihaḷḷi (which takes its name 
from the Jain temples — also called basadis, or bastis — located there), but art-historical scholarship employs the 
former, usually shortened to Haḷēbīḍ, to refer to the entire site.  I will follow this convention.
 More than any other surviving Hoysaḷa-period monument at Haḷēbīḍ, the exuberantly 
sculptural Hoysaḷēśvara temple (ca. 1120 C.E., with later additions) has captured the attention 
and admiration of visitors (fig. 1.1).  An expansive, dual-shrine construction dedicated to the god 
Śiva, the Hoysaḷēśvara’s dominance among the temples at Haḷēbīḍ may have its roots in the 
Hoysaḷa period, but the near monopoly it has had over the site in the popular and scholarly 
imaginations in more recent times has caused other buildings of the Hoysaḷa capital to be 
overlooked.  Moreover, the nearly exclusive focus on the sculpture, architecture, and devotional 
purposes of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple in both scholarship and travelers’ itineraries has also 
isolated the temple from its surroundings, obscuring its relationship to other features of the city.4  
In this dissertation, I aim to address these problems by expanding the purview of inquiry to 
include the greater site of Hoysaḷa-period Dōrasamudra.  My focus is on the city’s temples, a 
selection of which I will discuss in detail in the ensuing chapters.  Considering the ways in which 
these monuments participated in the broader urban and social forms of the historical city, I bring 
attention to a number of temples that scholarship until now has neglected.  Expanding the field of 
inquiry to the greater site of Dōrasamudra has also enabled me to offer new perspectives on the 
celebrated Hoysaḷēśvara temple.  In the following pages I will address the historical 
circumstances that contributed to these temples’ establishment and construction, their 
historiographical background, and many of the contexts — spatial, social, visual, and others — 
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4 By and large, scholarship has focused on the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s sculptural and architectural properties, in some 
cases also commenting on its Śaiva sectarian affiliation (see historiography below).  In addition to this kind of 
formal interest, the temple has a devotional significance for many visitors to the temple today.  While the temple’s 
ritual and devotional purposes most likely would have been central to Hoysaḷa-period visitors, the temple has not 
been continuously active.  In a travelers’ Guide to Halebid written during the first half of the 20th century, we learn: 
“In recent times, the Government of Mysore restored worship in the temple and saved the monument from ruin by 
systematic conservations at a heavy cost” (Krishna 1950/1994, p. 4).  Today, the temple is overseen by the 
Archaeological Survey of India (ASI) and official worship is restricted to the southern sanctum, where a pūjāri (a 
type of priest) is stationed.  On an individual basis, some visitors also express devotion towards the liṅga in the 
northern sanctum.
within which we can productively view both the temples and the city into which they were 
actively integrated.
An Overview of Dōrasamudra: City and Temples
 Consistent with its surrounding topography, the site of the Hoysaḷa capital is framed by 
hills and reservoirs, some naturally occurring and others shaped by human hands (fig. 1.2, map 
4).  One such hill, known today as Beṇṇe Guḍḍa (“butter hill”), stands in the southern part of the 
site, about midway between the eastern and western sides of the fortification wall that once 
surrounded the city (fig. 1.3, maps 3, 4a).  The fort wall is fragmentary today, but its massive 
boulders once encompassed an irregularly shaped area with a diameter of 2.25 km. in most 
directions.  Among the four principal reservoirs that provided water for the city, the largest, 
known today as Dōrasamudra tank, extends for about one kilometer along the southern portion of 
the wall’s eastern side (see fig. 1.2, maps 3, 4a).  The stretch of land on the opposite side of the 
wall, comprising the central- to southeastern quarter of the fortified zone, is where the most 
prominent buildings and ruins of the Hoysaḷa capital are found.  Together with the smaller 
buildings and remains of the northeastern quarter, a pattern emerges in which urbanization was 
concentrated within the eastern part of the fortified city (see chapter 2).
 The Hoysaḷēśvara temple (ca. 1120) — by far the most prominent building at the site 
today — once stood at the center of this active eastern zone, just west of the northern corner of 
Dōrasamudra tank (fig. 1.1).  Sharing the Hoysaḷēśvara’s central place within the city were the 
temples of the Nagarēśvara site (ca. mid-12th century), now a vast ruin approximately 200 
meters to the Hoysaḷēśvara’s west (fig. 1.4).  Both the dual-shrine Hoysaḷēśvara temple and the 
three principal temples of the Nagarēśvara site are (or were) characterized by a particular kind of 
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sculptural wall that seems to have been unique to Dōrasamudra, a distinction that would have 
contributed to the centrality and importance of their specific location and to the prestige of the 
greater city (see chapter 3).  
 Traveling south along the road that passes between the Hoysaḷēśvara temple and 
Nagarēśvara site, which appears to have been a major thoroughfare during the Hoysaḷa period 
(see chapter 2), one comes to a group of three Jain temples (known in Karṇāṭaka as basadis or 
bastis) (fig. 1.5).  Located on the southern side of an east-west road that intersects with the north-
south thoroughfare, the Pārśvanātha (1133), Ādinātha (originally for Mallinātha; ca. early to 
mid-12th century), and Śāntinātha (1256) basadis are the only surviving temples of what 
inscriptions indicate was a sizable Jain community in Dōrasamudra during the Hoysaḷa period.  
While the exteriors of these temples are more subdued than the exuberantly sculptural walls of 
the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples, the Pārśvanātha and Śāntinātha basadis enshrine 
visually impressive colossal images of their respective jinas (fig. 1.6).  Such sculptures are found 
in few other places and would have greatly distinguished the Jain monuments of the Hoysaḷa 
capital (see chapter 4).
 The road that gives access to the Jain temples’ shared compound has its western terminus 
at the site of the Hoysaḷa palace, which can be traced through fragmentary remains located at the 
eastern foot of Beṇṇe Guḍḍa hill (see chapter 2).  To the east, the road leads to the royally 
sponsored Kēdārēśvara temple (ca. 1200–1220), a triple-shrine construction with sculptural walls 
similar to those of the centrally located Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples (fig. 1.7).  By 
establishing the place of Śiva as Kēdārēśvara within Dōrasamudra, the temple localized the 
principal deity of a powerful Kāḷāmukha temple from the contested northern border-zone of 
Hoysaḷa territory.  Sarasvatī and Viṣṇu (as Kṛṣṇa/Gōpāladēva), once enshrined within the 
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southern and northern sanctums, respectively, formed additional connections to Kāḷāmukha 
institutions — located in both contested and stable territories — while also asserting their place 
within the Hoysaḷa capital (see chapter 5).  
 Among the features I have named so far, most constitute what would have been the 
largest buildings of Dōrasamudra.  Located in the central- to southeastern zone of the city, these 
include the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples, the Pārśvanātha and Śāntinātha basadis, 
the palace, and the Kēdārēśvara temple.  Smaller temples are also found in this zone: besides the 
Ādinātha basadi, there are the Hūcēśvara temple (fig. 1.8), located between the Hoysaḷēśvara and 
Jain temples, and the Rudrēśvara temple (fig. 1.9; labeled “Karigal Rudra” in map 3), to the 
southwest of the Nagarēśvara site.  Yet the large-scale buildings of the area marked central- to 
southeastern Dōrasamudra with a monumentality that distinguished it from the rest of the city.  
The temples of northeastern Dōrasamudra — reached via the city’s north-south thoroughfare — 
were built on a much smaller scale.  Known today as the Gūdḷēśvara, Vīrabhadra, and 
Raṅganātha temples (figs. 1.10–1.12),5  their relatively modest size suggests a lower level of 
patronage than that which must have supported the monumental buildings approximately one 
kilometer to their south.  Nonetheless, their construction in stone — and the Vīrabhadra temple’s 
sculptural exterior — surely required a significant investment, and they endowed northeastern 
Dōrasamudra with a prestige of its own (see chapter 6).
 This dissertation will focus primarily on buildings in the eastern fortified zone of 
Hoysaḷa-period Dōrasamudra, but it is worth mentioning quarters located beyond this 
prominently urbanized stretch of the city.  Little from the Hoysaḷa period survives in the western 
part of the fortified zone, but additional reservoirs in the area indicate that the land was inhabited 
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5 The Kumbaḷēśvara temple is a possible fourth; see introduction to chapter 6 for further comments.
or at least used by the population of the capital.  Any architecture of western Dōrasamudra was 
most likely built of perishable materials, and some expanses of land in that zone may have been 
used for agrarian purposes.6  The reach of the city also extended beyond the outer fortifications.  
At least one group of temples was located immediately outside the eastern fort wall, on the 
western bank of Dōrasamudra tank,7 and some of the cultivated fields and gardens that served the 
population and temples of the city seem to have been located just outside the city walls.8  Further 
afield but still within close reach of Dōrasamudra, several smaller villages in the vicinity have 
been referred to as “suburbs” of the Hoysaḷa capital, and many of the hills that define its 
surrounding landscape would have held a connection to the city and its inhabitants, whether as 
pilgrimage sites (such as Puṣpagiri to the south) or as quarries for the stone used to build temples 
in the city and its surroundings.9  The discussion I present in the following chapters is thus not 
intended to be exhaustive; rather, it might be considered the beginnings of a larger inquiry that 
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6 Heitzman (1987, pp. 815-817) describes the integration of agricultural and urban spaces for Cōḻa-period 
settlements in Tamiḻ Nāḍu, and it seems likely that a similar pattern would have been found in contemporaneous 
Hoysaḷa-period Karṇāṭaka.
7 Approximately 200 m. east of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple are stone foundations that appear to have belonged to two 
small Hoysaḷa-period temples in close proximity to one another.  Their excavation is briefly reported in Indian 
Archaeology, a Review (IAR) for the years 1984-85 (IAR 1984-85, p. 31).  Other temples just outside Dōrasamudra’s 
fort walls, such as the Lakkaṇṇa-Vīraṇṇa temple to the south, and the Basava temple and two small shrines near the 
embankment of Dōrasamudra tank, are later constructions that incorporate Hoysaḷa-period sculptures or architectural 
materials.
8 Some inscriptions recording donations to temples within Dōrasamudra refer to the donation of cultivated wet-land 
fields or garden plots “below the large tank” (hiriyakeṟeya keḷage).  See, for instance, EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309 [EC (OS) 
V, Bl. 115], ll. 13 (end) – 14; EC (NS) 9, Bl. 317 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 114], l. 56; EC (NS) 9, Bl. 330 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 
119], ll. 34–35); EC (NS) 9, Bl. 340 (MAR 1937, no. 32), l. 30; EC (NS) 9, Bl. 391 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 126], l. 8.  
Another inscription refers to the donation of cultivated land below Bidarakeṟe, a smaller reservoir north of the city 
walls [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 342 (MAR 1937, no. 34), l. 25]. 
9 Srikantaiya 1918 (pp. 189-191) names thirteen villages and important hills in the Haḷēbīḍ area.  His list is not 
exhaustive, however; it omits several nearby villages with Hoysaḷa-period temples, such as Narasīpura (1 km. north)  
and Chaṭachaṭahaḷḷi (3.5 km. northeast).
could potentially examine a much broader selection of features, both within the site of the 
Hoysaḷa capital and in the topography of its neighboring terrain.
Temples of the Hoysaḷas
 Before scrutinizing the forms, histories, and ritual communities of selected temples from 
the former Hoysaḷa capital, it will be useful to contextualize them art-historically with a general 
discussion of the temples built throughout the Hoysaḷa kingdom.  The Hoysalas and their 
representatives sponsored the construction of temples in a variety of architectural modes and 
regional styles,10 but those for which they are best known — temples that display what has been 
called the “Hoysaḷa style” — display an elaborate and highly detailed sculptural treatment of the 
exterior walls (figs. 1.1, 1.7, 1.13, 1.19–21).  Significantly, the dominant feature of Hoysaḷa-style 
temples — a series of large figural panels depicting deities and other celestial beings — is absent 
from the region’s temples prior to the Hoysaḷa period, and the style appears to have been 
developed to mark the dynasty’s presence.11  Many Hoysaḷa-style temples are also marked by a 
series of sculptural friezes that visually form a base below the figural panels, each exhibiting a 
particular subject such as elephants, horses, or narrative imagery.  As we will see, however, this 
well-known feature is not universal, and until the mid-13th century it seems only to have been 
found in Dōrasamudra.
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10 Drawing on Meister (1982, 1993) and Wagoner (1986, 1995), I view an architectural mode or modality (terms I 
use interchangeably) as the overarching morphological type of a building’s exterior, which theoretically may be 
executed in any style.  Mode pertains mainly to the articulation of the plan and elevation of a work of architecture, 
affecting the appearance of its overall body or shape.  Style pertains to the manner in which an architectural mode is 
executed, and it affects the forms that are applied to and become part of the overall body of the building.  The 
material of a building, the techniques used to construct and adorn it, and the sculpture that may enhance its surfaces 
all contribute to style.  Style is often unified by region and period, and Meister offers idiom as a term to refer to 
further distinctions within a style, which may be based in a more particular locality or in a guild or workshop 
operating within a given style.
11 Del Bontà 1978, pp. 59-60.  
 In order to gain a better sense of the innovation that temples of the Hoysaḷa style 
manifest, and to understand the architectural and stylistic currents that informed their designers, 
we must look to the temples that preceded them — and continued to be built alongside them — 
in Hoysaḷa territories and neighboring lands.  Temples built in southern Karṇāṭaka between the 
8th and 11th centuries were primarily constructed in a regional version of the southern Indian 
Drāviḍa mode, with relatively plain exterior walls articulated by thin pilasters, sometimes with 
central niches to hold separately carved figural sculptures (fig. 1.14).  Some of these temples 
have ornate superstructures, consisting of horizontal tiers composed of miniature architectural 
models; a few towers, such as that of the Cāmuṇḍarāya basadi at Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, also include 
figural sculpture.  The majority of these temples reserve their most impressive sculpture for the 
interior, however, with sensitively carved devotional images adorned in sumptuous jewelry (fig. 
1.15), pillars ringed with plant and jewel motifs or bands of narrative, and ceiling panels divided 
into nine squares, with a dancing deity (commonly Śiva) or a seated jina surrounded by the 
guardians of the eight directions (aṣṭadikpālakas).  Most were built to the east and southeast of 
the immediate region of Dōrasamudra, in territories claimed by the Gaṅgas (ca. 350–1024) and 
the Noḷambas (ca. 8th century–1052), but many were well within the region that by the early 
12th century became the core of the Hoysaḷa kingdom.12
 While Hoysaḷa artists adopted some features of these early southern Karṇāṭaka temples, 
most notably the compositional conventions of the nine-square ceilings, and while sensitive 
modeling and profuse adornment characterize the figural sculptures of both Hoysaḷa and pre-
Hoysaḷa temples in the region, stylistically and architecturally Hoysaḷa-period temples have more 
in common with predecessors in central and northern Karṇāṭaka.  Inscriptions recording artists’ 
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12 See chapter 2 for Hoysaḷa history.  For Gaṅga- and Noḷamba-period temples, see Sarma 1992 and Cohen 1998.
names show that many sculptors migrated from these regions to work for Hoysaḷa patrons in the 
early 12th century,13 and even before this time temples built in Hoysaḷa territories are marked by 
conventions that characterize the ca. late-10th–11th-century temples of central and northern 
Karṇāṭaka.  Most notably, a Jain basadi datable to the 11th century and located at Aṅgaḍi, site of 
the Hoysaḷas’ first capital city, Sosavūr, displays a kūṭa-stambha (tower-on-pillar) at the center of 
each exterior wall (fig. 1.16).14  While the thin pilasters that frame these architectural images and 
punctuate the remaining surfaces of the walls are common to temples throughout Karṇāṭaka, the 
representation of temple towers at the most prominent points on these walls is a feature of 
temples in the northern part of the region.  The somewhat later Cenna-Kēśava temple in Aṅgaḍi, 
ca. late 11th–early 12th century, displays even more of the features developed in regions to the 
immediate north of Hoysaḷa country, with exterior walls that follow the undulations of a more 
complex plan and feature more highly detailed kūṭa-stambhas (fig. 1.17).  
 These characteristics are hallmarks of a distinctive architectural modality developed in 
northern Karṇāṭaka in the 11th century and employed in the temple architecture of neighboring 
regions between the 11th and 13th centuries.  Scholars have identified this group of temples with 
the Vēsara mode that premodern vāstu-śāstras (architectural treatises) distinguish from the 
northern Nāgara and southern Drāviḍa modes of temple architecture.15  Not everyone accepts 
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13 See Settar 1973, pp. 419-422, and 1992, vol. 1, pp. 97-101; Collyer 1990, pp. 69-75.
14 See MAR 1917, pp. 7-8, and MAR 1929, pp. 8-9, for the temples at Aṅgaḍi.  A second, smaller basadi stands near 
this temple and MAR 1929 dates both to ca. 10th century, but the earliest surviving inscriptions to be associated with 
them date to the mid-11th century, a timeframe that accords with their architectural and sculptural forms: EC (NS) 
11, Mg. 21 [EC (OS) VI, Mg. 9] records a grant made by one Jakkiyabbeganti to the basadi at Sosavūr in 1054 C.E.  
EC (NS) 11, Mg. 25 [EC (OS) VI, Mg. 13], the beginning of which is fragmentary, records a grant given in 1063 
C.E. to the basadi made by Māṇika-Poysaḷācāri.  See chapter 2 for more on Sosavūr/Aṅgaḍi.
15 For a discussion that covers the historiography of Vēsara temples, Vēsara as a distinctive mode of temple 
architecture, approaches to studying the category Vēsara, and an overview of the characteristics of the mode, see 
Sinha 2000, pp. 19-51.
this label; some scholars, most prominently Adam Hardy, see in the temples a continuity with 
their regional predecessors that does not warrant a separate modal category.16  Yet the forms of 
the temples exhibit striking differences from what preceded them, and both M.A. Dhaky and 
Ajay Sinha have convincingly argued that the architects of Vēsara temples were themselves 
conscious of the distinctive modality the temples embody.17  Because the temples are united by a 
characteristic set of design principles that set them apart from other architectural modes, and 
because of the strong evidence that their morphological differences resulted from architects’ 
deliberate choices, I accept the label “Vēsara” and will use it in my discussion of Hoysaḷa-period 
temples, both in the present section and in following chapters.
 Vēsara temples18 are recognized most immediately by the prominent representation of 
various types of temple towers on their exterior walls, often in place of the figural representation 
of a deity (fig. 1.18).19  In some cases, a small figure or a niche intended to contain a sculpture 
lies below the architectural images.  In plan, most Vēsara temples are defined by a graded series 
of projections (bhadras) and recesses along each outer wall, which culminate at the center in a 
wide staggered projection.  This central stepped projection, which Sinha calls a “bhadra-cluster,”  
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16 Hardy 1995 (esp. pp. 8, 306); 2007, pp. 134-5, 222.  Foekema (2003a, 2003b) follows Hardy in rejecting the label 
“Vēsara” (see Foekema 2003a, vol. 1, p. 20), but he does not discuss his reasons for this choice.  In an appendix to 
his 1994 Hoysala Architecture, Foekema argues against the term “Vēsara”, citing reasons similar to Hardy’s (whom 
he cites elsewhere in the book) (Foekema 1994, pp. 243-244).
17 Dhaky 1977, pp. 1-3, 27-28.  Sinha 1996, 2000.  Besides the architectural differences exhibited by the temples 
themselves, Dhaky (pp. 1-3), and Sinha (2000, pp. 32-33) cite two inscriptions from late 12th- to early 13th-century 
northern Karṇāṭaka that list the names of different architectural modes.  Importantly, these inscriptions show that the 
temples’ makers were aware of distinct modalities of temple design, and that such knowledge was not limited to the 
realm of theoretical architectural treatises. 
18 The following description of the Vēsara mode is informed primarily by Sinha 2000.  I also draw upon Hardy 1995 
(who, however, eschews the term “Vēsara”); Wagoner 1995, pp. 437-440; Sinha 1996; and Foekema 2003b (who, 
like Hardy, does not use the term “Vēsara” in his discussion of these temples).
19 See also figs. 3.21 and 5.36.
expresses the location of the sanctum (garbha-gṛha) within.20  Slender pilasters with bulbous 
capitals articulate the edges of each bhadra, either framing an image of a tower or defining an 
unadorned section of the wall.  As also for temples of the Drāviḍa mode of southern India, the 
superstructure of a Vēsara temple is composed of miniature architectural models arranged in 
increasingly narrow horizontal levels and capped with a square or polygonal dome.  Unlike 
Drāviḍa superstructures, however, a Vēsara tower emphasizes a sense of vertical unity amid the 
horizontal levels through its upward extension of the bhadras belonging to the walls of the 
vimāna (the part of the temple’s exterior that corresponds to the garbha-gṛha within).  Carrying 
the contours of the vimāna’s central bhadra-clusters into the tower, a series of dormer motifs 
(nāsīs) or foliage-lined horseshoe-shaped pañjaras visually connect adjacent levels of the 
superstructure, forming a central spine along each side.
 The conventions of the Vēsara mode comprise the most common set of characteristics 
among temples sponsored by the Hoysaḷas and patrons declaring loyalty to them in the 
inscriptions recording the temples’ foundation.21  Considering the Hoysaḷas’ early political ties to 
the Later Cāḷukya dynasty (ca. 973–1189) that held sovereignty over the region in which the 
Vēsara mode was developed, the prominence of merchants with connections to the same region, 
and the migration of artists from northern and central Karṇāṭaka to the heart of Hoysaḷa country, 
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20 Sinha 2000, p. 88 and passim.  See also Sinha 1996, pp. 390–391.
21 The exception to this is in temples built in the Hoysaḷas’ southeastern territories, where local Drāviḍa conventions 
were more commonly used.  Even in this part of the kingdom, however, some temples display Vēsara features 
imported from the north [for instance, the Taḷakāḍu Kīrti-Nārāyaṇa temple (1117; MAR 1932, pp. 3-7; see Settar 
1992, vol. 2, Pl. 57-59) and the Toṇṇūr Lakṣmī-Nārāyaṇa temple (12th century; MAR 1939, pp. 25-27).  In addition, 
some Hoysaḷa-period temples built according to a Vēsara plan do not feature architectural imagery on their exterior 
walls, though they do feature bhadra-clusters articulated with slender pilasters.
the prevalence of the Vēsara mode among Hoysaḷa-period temples should perhaps come as no 
surprise.22  
 Distinguishing the built Hoysaḷa landscape from all others, however, were the 
sculpturally ornate temples that display what we know as the “Hoysaḷa style.”  The dynastic label 
seems to be justified, since the style is unique to temples built in Hoysaḷa country during the 12th 
and 13th centuries, with a concentration in the core Hoysaḷa territories, and since inscriptions 
align the temples’ patrons with the Hoysaḷa king.23  The artists and architects who developed the 
style incorporated some Vēsara conventions into the temples’ walls, as we will soon see, but 
what they created was markedly different from stylistic precedents, and immediately 
recognizable as such.24
 Considerable variety exists within the Hoysaḷa style, but by and large the single feature 
common to all Hoysaḷa-style temples lies in the prominent figural imagery at the center of the 
exterior walls.25  The highly detailed, deeply carved quality of the sculpture relates to that of 
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22 On the Hoysaḷas’ ties to the Later Cāḷukyas see chapter 2.  On the prominence of the Ayyāvoḷe-500 merchant guild 
in the core region of Vēsara’s development, and their links to temple patronage, see Abraham 1988, pp. 61-2; Sinha 
2000, p. 52.  See Ali 2010 for the centrality of the Ayyāvoḷe-500 and other merchant groups in the Hoysaḷa world, 
and for their role in temple patronage.  On artist migration, see sources in n. 13 above and further details below.
23 These core territories correspond to present-day Hāssan District, western Maṇḍya and Tumkūr Districts, and 
southeastern Chikmagaḷūr District.  A few Hoysaḷa-style temples lie further afield, such as the Kēśava temple at 
Somanāthapura (Mysore District, ca. 1268, figs. 1.20–1.21; see Settar 2008).
24 In chapter 3 I will discuss in greater detail the modal and stylistic precedents for Hoysaḷa-style temples, and how 
the Hoysaḷa style differs from them.  Here, my aim is to explain the basic characteristics of the Hoysaḷa style.
25 The most concentrated attempt to articulate the characteristics unique to and consistent among Hoysaḷa-style 
temples is found in Robert J. Del Bontà’s 1978 doctoral dissertation, “The Hoysaḷa Style: Architectural 
Development and Artists, 12th and 13th Centuries, A.D.”  In this work, Del Bontà attempts to define sets of features 
for two subgroups of Hoysaḷa-style temples, which he calls the “Haḷebīḍ type,” after the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, and 
the “Koravaṅgala type,” after that town’s Būcēśvara temple (1173).  The former type roughly corresponds to 
Hoysaḷa-style temples of the 13th century, which Del Bontà argues were modeled after the earlier Hoysaḷēśvara, and 
the latter type to those of the 12th century.  However, as Del Bontà’s analysis shows, many temples of each group do 
not exhibit all the features supposed to define their category; the presence of large sculptural panels emerges as the 
only constant.
certain temples of the Vēsara zone, a connection borne out by artist signatures linking the first 
Hoysaḷa-style temple sites to that region.26  Possibly recruited by the Hoysaḷa court, artists from 
Gadag (west of Dharwad), Lōkkiguṇḍi (Lakkuṇḍi, Gadag Dt.), Baḷḷigāve (Belgami or Balligavi, 
Shimoga Dt.), and other cities north of the Hoysaḷas’ core territory began to migrate southward at 
the beginning of the 12th century to work on the Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa (Cenna-Kēśava) temple at 
Bēlūr (ca. 1117 C.E.) (see fig. 3.17), the Hoysaḷēśvara temple at Dōrasamudra (ca. 1120) (figs. 
1.1, 1.13), and other projects in Hoysaḷa country.27  The artists were trained in the extremely 
detailed and refined style of sculpture that shaped the small figures and intricate designs on the 
doorways, pillars, and walls of the temples in their hometowns, and which elaborately 
embellished the images enshrined within them (see fig. 5.35).  For their Hoysaḷa patrons, these 
artists participated in the development of a new style, modifying the conventions of the temples 
with which they were familiar and using their sculptural skills to create a vision of the divine 
world that would cover the temple from top to bottom.
 The monumental temples of the early 12th century — the Bēlūr28 Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa and 
the Dōrasamudra Hoysaḷēśvara — introduced the hallmark figural imagery of the new style to 
Hoysaḷa country.  The Hoysaḷēśvara temple also introduced the sculptural friezes that would 
characterize the adhiṣṭhānas (the base level of the exterior walls) of 13th-century Hoysaḷa-style 
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26 Also significant to these similarities in sculptural detail is the type of stone used for both kinds of temples, a fine-
grained chloritic or magnesian schist.  As has been frequently noted, these schists are relatively soft when first 
quarried, a property that facilitates detailed carving.  As the rock hardens over time, its durability preserves the 
intricate details of its sculpture.  For more on the materials and methods involved in the construction and sculpture 
of Vēsara and Hoysaḷa-style temples, see Settar 1992, vol. 1, pp. 130-137, and Collyer 1990, pp. 119-131, 202.
27 Settar 1973, pp. 419-422; 1992, pp. 97-101.  Collyer 1990, pp. 69-75.
28 Although the foundation inscription for this temple calls the city Vēlāpura, other Hoysaḷa-period inscriptions use 
the name Beluhura/Beluhūra [e.g., EC (NS) 9, Bl. 2, 4, 8, 15, 49, 51] or Bēlupura [e.g., EC (NS) 9, Bl. 108].  For 
the sake of clarity, I will simply use the name Bēlūr.  By contrast, Hoysaḷa-period inscriptions consistently use the 
name Dōrasamudra for present-day Haḷēbīḍ; thus, I adopt that name to refer to the historical city.
temples; notably, this feature is absent from the Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa temple, except in the exterior 
subsidiary shrines that were added at some later point in time during the Hoysaḷa period.29  Soon 
after the construction of these two monumental temples, other temples built in Hoysaḷa country 
during the 12th century were also adorned with figural panels.  Whereas the large temples at 
Bēlūr and Dōrasamudra were built in a multi-pointed stellate plan that seems to have been 
inspired by Bhūmija temples of the Deccan and Mālava,30  the smaller Hoysaḷa-style temples that 
were subsequently built throughout the kingdom follow a Vēsara layout, articulated by bhadras, 
recesses, and a central stepped bhadra-cluster (fig. 1.19).  The prominent placement and artistic 
attention given to the varied forms of the temple towers represented above these temples’ figural 
images — which also appear above the figures on the Bēlūr Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa temple — can 
likewise be traced to Vēsara precedents.  Whereas the architectural images dominate the walls of 
Vēsara temples, however, on Hoysaḷa-style temples it is the images of deities and other celestial 
figures that command the greatest amount of visual attention.  In most Hoysaḷa-style temples, 
these figural panels are presented at or just above eye-level, where one can look closely at their 
carefully modeled bodies, richly carved jewelry, and inventive compositions, many of which 
allude to well-known Purāṇic narratives.31
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29 The later construction of these subsidiary shrines is indicated by their partial obstruction of the figural panels 
against which they were built.  M.H. Krishna speculated that they were added during the reign of Ballāḷa II (1173–
1220 C.E.) (MAR 1931, p. 28).  Elephants are sculpted into the lowest level of the temple’s adhiṣṭhāna, but the 
moldings above them do not accommodate additional sculpture, as those of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s adhiṣṭhāna 
do.  See chapter 3 for further discussion of the temple’s architectural characteristics.
30 See chapter 3 for further discussion of the Bhūmija characteristics of these temples.  Hardy (1995, p. 288; 2007, p. 
189) and Foekema (2003b, pp. 66-67) identify Bhūmija features of the Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava temple.  Del Bontà 
(1978, pp. 3-4, 40, 59-60, 69-73) also recognizes such connections, although he does not use the term Bhūmija.  For 
general discussions of the Bhūmija mode, see Deva 1975; Wagoner 1995, pp. 440-443; Hardy 2007, pp. 118-119, 
188-191.
31 As the Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava (Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa), Haḷebid Hoysaḷēśvara, and Haḷēbīḍ Kedārēśvara temples were 
built on a larger scale than the average Hoysaḷa-style temple, their figural images are placed further above eye-level.  
The details of these figural compositions are still clearly visible from below.
 Whereas most Hoysaḷa-style temples of the 12th century retained more Vēsara features – 
prominent images of temple towers and a staggered, bhadra-based layout — than their 
predecessors at Bēlūr and Dōrasamudra did, a number of Hoysaḷa-style temples of the 13th 
century depart from these conventions and instead seem to imitate the precedent set by the 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple (fig. 1.20).32  Like the Hoysaḷēśvara, most of these temples stand on a 
platform (jagatī), and in many cases their vimānas have stellate plans formed through the 
principle of rotating a square around a central node.  Their exterior walls are covered in sculpted 
imagery and decorative embellishment — or, where the carving was left unfinished, were 
intended to be.  In such temples, the walls are primarily composed of three sections.  Rising from 
a jagatī that follows the contours of the temple’s plan, the first section is an adhiṣṭhāna that 
comprises a series of friezes composed, in turn, of elephants, horses and riders, vine motifs, 
narrative scenes from the epics and Purāṇas, makaras (mythical aquatic creatures), and haṃsas 
(geese) (fig. 1.21).  In some temples, including the Hoysaḷēśvara, there is also a frieze of lions, 
along with a second vine frieze.33  Above these friezes, large sculptural panels depict deities, 
their attendants, celestial musicians, and other figures.  The panels are sheltered by an eave 
(chādya) that demarcates them from the next level in the wall’s elevation, which in turn is 
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32 Del Bontà (1978, pp. 7, 97-111) and Foekema (1994, vol. 1, p. 137; 2003b, pp. 73-77) both argue that 13th-
century Hoysaḷa-style temples were built in imitation of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, and Settar (1992, vol. 1, p. 158) 
calls the Hoysaḷēśvara a “master model” for later Hoysaḷa temples.  In the Encyclopaedia of Indian Temple 
Architecture (vol. I, pt. 3), Dhaky labels this stylistic pattern “Trend B” of the “Lower (southern) Karṇāṭa or 
Hoysaḷanāḍu style of architecture” (Dhaky 1996, pp. 302-303, 390-406).  Under the rubric “Trend A,” he groups all 
other 12th-century Hoysaḷa-style temples together with the less ornate temples built during the 12th–13th centuries 
in Hoysaḷa country (Dhaky 1996, pp. 302-390). 
33 Haḷēbīḍ’s Hoysaḷēśvara, Kedārēśvara, and Hūcēśvara temples all display the a frieze of lions and the additional 
vine frieze, either directly above the elephants or above the horses and riders (see chapter 3 for further comments on 
these additional friezes).  The exterior subsidiary shrines added to the Bēlūr Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa (Cenna-Kēśava) 
temple display elephants, lions, and horses with riders.  In the Mallikārjuna temple at Basarāḷu (ca. 1234), lions 
replace the vine frieze that appears in other 13th-century Hoysaḷa-style temples.  Settar highlights the atypical 
presence of lions on the Haḷēbīḍ Hoysaḷēśvara and Kēdārēśvara temples, and on the Basarālu Mallikārjuna temple 
(Settar 1992, vol. 1, p. 221).
sheltered by the chādya of the temple’s roof.  This highest section of the wall is marked by 
schematic kūṭa-stambhas placed above each deity panel, as if to enshrine conceptually the god or 
goddess below (fig. 1.13).  The tower motifs recall the imagery featured on Vēsara temples, but 
they command far less attention than the intricate architectural images at the center of Vēsara 
temples’ walls.  Adapting Vēsara conventions, Hoysaḷa artists moved the architectural imagery 
upward and rendered it in less detail, giving prominence to the deities and other figures on the 
temple’s wall.
 The formal variety exhibited in Hoysaḷa-period temples — and especially in Hoysaḷa-
style temples — attests to the considerable skill and creativity of artists and architects in 
Karṇāṭaka during the 12th–13th centuries.  It also suggests a social milieu in which those who 
commanded the material resources necessary to build temples — and, quite plausibly, those 
whose wealth was too modest for such patronage — valued the visual qualities that such artistic 
skill and creativity brought to their places of worship.  Six hundred years later, different tastes 
and artistic abilities prevailed among those who constructed temples, and the values and attitudes 
of those who constructed a discourse on historical temples largely viewed them as relics of the 
past.  Yet even within the changed architectural, political, and intellectual landscapes of southern 
Karṇāṭaka, the imagery, forms, and artistry manifested in Hoysaḷa-period temples retained their 
allure.  This was especially so for those of the ornate Hoysaḷa style, and in the discourse that has 
been formed around these temples over the past two hundred years, Haḷēbīḍ has gained a place 
of prominence.
 16
A Historiography of Haḷēbīḍ
 The earliest documented studies of Haḷēbīḍ come from two surveys conducted on the 
behalf of the governing body of the British East India Company at the beginning of the 19th 
century, almost immediately after the British gained access to southern Karṇāṭaka with the defeat 
of Tipu Sultan in 1799.  Although they did not assume full political control over the region, 
which became the Princely State of Mysore led by the Mahārājas of the Woḍeyar dynasty, the 
British were heavily involved in its administration.  With a regional seat in Bangalore and 
significant participation in the government of Mysore State, part of the British imperial project 
was to collect knowledge about the region’s people and lands.34  Francis Buchanan (1762–1829; 
later called Francis Hamilton) was the first surveyor to visit Haḷēbīḍ, on 12 May 1801.35  His 
documentation consists primarily of observations written in the form of a journal entry, in which 
he remarks on the region’s geological and agricultural properties, and takes notice of the town’s 
large tank, Hoysaḷa-period fort walls (pointed out to him by locals), the ruins of the palace 
enclosure, the three surviving Jain basadis, and the Hoysaḷēśvara temple.36  While his comments 
on most of these features are succinct, he expands his discussion of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, 
giving a summary description of the building and attempting to historicize its time of 
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34 The relationship between British imperialism and the systematic collection of knowledge about occupied regions 
has been extensively studied in recent decades.  Bernard Cohn discusses the post-1799 survey of Mysore within his 
larger work on different facets of such knowledge collection (Cohn 1996, pp. 80-82).  On the negotiations and 
shifting roles of the British and the Woḍeyar court in the administration of Mysore State, see Nair 2011.
35 The results of Buchanan’s survey were published in three volumes in 1807, the title of which summarizes their 
contents and conveys an idea of the types of knowledge the British sought to gain from such surveys: A Journey 
from Madras through the Countries of Mysore, Canara, and Malabar, performed under the orders of the most noble 
the Marquis Wellesley, Governor General of India, for the express purpose of investigating the state of Agriculture, 
Arts, and Commerce; The Religion, Manners, and Customs; The History Natural and Civil, and Antiquities, in the 
Dominions of The Rajah of Mysore, and the Countries Acquired by The Honourable East India Company, in the Late 
and Former Wars, from Tippoo Sultaun.  His account of Haḷēbīḍ, called “Hullybedu,” is in vol. III, pp. 390-392.  
36 Buchanan 1807, vol. III, pp. 390-392.
construction.37  He also published an engraving illustrating a detail from one of the temple’s vine 
friezes, which he preferred to the figural imagery that would capture the imaginations of later 
visitors.38  A few years after Buchanan’s visit, in April 1805 and July 1806, the team of surveyors 
led by Colin Mackenzie (1754–1821) visited Haḷēbīḍ.39  The materials they collected include the 
“Kaifyat of Hoḷebid,” a semi-legendary local history of the town recorded in Kannaḍa;40 the 
earliest known map of the town, based on a survey completed in July 1806 and labeled “Plan of 
the Remains of the Ancient City of Dora Samudrum” (map 4);41 a number of sketches depicting 
sculptures from the Hoysaḷēśvara and Kedārēśvara temples;42 and the first known architectural 
plan of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple.43  Although Buchanan and Mackenzie both aimed for a 
comprehensive documentation of the regions they visited, at Haḷēbīḍ the information they chose 
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37 Buchanan attributes the construction of the temple to Viṣṇuvardhana (“Vishnu Verdana Ráya”), though he does not 
state his source for this information (perhaps he was informed by a local historian or another resident of Haḷēbīḍ).  
Without the knowledge of Viṣṇuvardhana’s reign period (ca. 1108–1142), Buchanan is only able to date the temple 
to a time preceding A.D. 1280/1, citing an inscription on the temple’s wall (Buchanan 1807, vol. III, p. 391).  The 
temple was indeed built during the time of this king (see chapter 3 below).
38 Buchanan 1807, vol. III, p. 391 and Pl. XXVII, fig. 83.
39 This survey was never published, but its documents — collectively called the Mackenzie Collection, comprised of 
several volumes containing histories, legends, copied inscriptions, maps, and drawings — are preserved in London 
(British Library; formerly in the India Office Library) and Chennai (Government Oriental Manuscript Library, 
Madras University).  For the history and historiography of the collection, which was initially kept in Calcutta, see 
Howes 2010 and Cohn 1996, pp. 82-88.  Catalogues of the collection’s manuscripts are published in Wilson 
1828/1882 (for London) and Mahalingam, ed. 1976 (Chennai).  For a discussion of Mackenzie’s survey of Haḷēbīḍ, 
see Howes 2010, pp. 124-135.
40 A summary in English is provided by Mahalingam, ed. 1976, pp. 498-502 (Mahalingam’s ms. No. 211, shelf no. 
18-15-45 at the Government Oriental Manuscript Library, Madras University).
41 British Library, Prints and Drawings WD 2630.  The map’s full heading is “Plan of the Remains of the Ancient 
City of Dora Samudrum; now called Halla Bede; formerly Capital of the Carnatic previous to the First Mahomedan 
Invasion of The South of India; from actual Survey on the 1st & 2nd of July 1806.”
42 British Library, Prints and Drawings ms. WD1064, ff. 55-61.  Many of these drawings may be viewed on the 
British Library’s Online Gallery: <http://www.bl.uk/onlinegallery/index.html>, search “WD1064.”
43 British Library, Prints and Drawings ms. WD1064, f. 10.  This plan may be viewed on the British Library’s Online 
Gallery: <http://www.bl.uk/onlinegallery/onlineex/apac/other/019wdz000001064u00010000.html>.
to highlight set the stage for the art-historical and archaeological studies that would begin half a 
century later.  The Mackenzie team’s isolation of sculptures from the Hoysaḷēśvara and 
Kēdārēśvara temples for detailed documentation, and Buchanan’s descriptive focus on the 
former, represent the beginnings of a pattern in which writers increasingly emphasized the most 
sculptural of the town’s monuments, sometimes at the expense of the site’s other features.
 The first art-historical analysis of the temples at Haḷēbīḍ was written by James Fergusson 
(1808–1886).  A Scottish indigo planter who traveled in India between 1835 and 1842, Fergusson 
completed his voluminous writings on the architectural history of the subcontinent and other 
regions after his return to Britain.44  Fergusson never visited Haḷēbīḍ himself, but with access to 
photographs taken there during the 1850s and 1860s,45 along with the notes and drawings in 
London’s Mackenzie Collection,46 he managed to produce what would be the definitive 
architectural study of the site’s temples for decades after its publication.  His earliest work on 
Haḷēbīḍ, “Architectural Notes” for the photographs published in Architecture in Dharwar and 
Mysore (1866), includes a brief overview of Haḷēbīḍ’s history, a general discussion of the 
Hoysaḷēśvara and Kedārēśvara temples, and remarks on groups of specific photographs 
illustrating various views and details of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple.47  In the more widely 
circulated History of Indian and Eastern Architecture (1876), within Book V on the “Chalukyan 
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44 For a historiographical treatment of Fergusson’s broader work, see Guha-Thakurta 2004, pp. 5-27.
45 Dewan 1989 discusses the work of five photographers who visited Haḷēbīḍ during this period: Linneaus Tripe 
(1854), Andrew Charles Brisbane Neill (1854), Richard Banner Oakeley (1856), William Henry Pigou (1857), and 
Edmund David Lyon (1868).
46 Fergusson refers at least twice to his consultation of the Mackenzie Collection in connection with Haḷēbīḍ: Taylor 
and Fergusson 1866, p. 50 (second footnote); Fergusson 1876, p. 397, n. 1.
47 Taylor and Fergusson 1866, pp. 49-54.  Fergusson’s contribution to the volume follows Meadows Taylor’s 
“Historical and Descriptive Memoir.”
Style,” a category under which he classified Hoysaḷa-style temples, he included similar 
comments on Haḷēbīḍ’s Hoysaḷēśvara and Kēdārēśvara temples.48 
 Unlike the site’s earlier surveyors, Fergusson was interested in the Hoysaḷēśvara and 
Kedārēśvara temples not as features of Haḷēbīḍ, but rather as architectural objects that stand 
alone.  Indeed, most photographs from Haḷēbīḍ also isolated the temples from their greater 
surroundings, and closer views of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s sculptures encouraged the observer 
to perceive them as individual works of art, as did the Mackenzie Collection’s sketches of 
imagery from the temple.  Fergusson’s exclusive focus on Haḷēbīḍ’s two largest and most ornate 
temples may therefore be viewed as a response to the sources at his disposal, but at the same 
time his work perpetuated and perhaps deepened a tendency to regard the temples as entities 
detached from their environment.  Although he expressed admiration for the Kēdārēśvara (his 
“Kait Iswara”) temple,49 Fergusson directed most of his discussion on Haḷēbīḍ to the 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple, which he simply called “the temple” or “the great temple” of Haḷēbīḍ.50  
Such a designation of the Hoysaḷēśvara as the temple of Haḷēbīḍ seems to have been current 
already by the time of Fergusson’s writing, for in 1859 the photographer Richard Banner 
Oakeley had published a number of views from the site under the title The Pagoda of 
Hallibeed.51  
 As only a few of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s inscriptions were available to Fergusson, he 
estimated that its construction began around the year 1235.  Due to the temple’s lack of towers, 
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48 Fergusson 1876, pp. 397-404.
49 Taylor and Fergusson 1866, pp. 51-52.  Fergusson 1876, pp. 397-398.
50 Taylor and Fergusson 1866, p. 50.  Fergusson 1876, p. 398.
51 Oakeley 1859.  Although most photographs in Oakeley’s book show views of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, other 
temples are also represented (plates XX, XXV, XLIX).  The photographs from Oakeley’s book may be seen on the 
British Library’s Online Gallery (<http://www.bl.uk/onlinegallery/index.html>, search “Pagoda of Hallibeed”). 
he also believed it to be unfinished, a state he attributed to the “Mahomedan” invasion of 1310, 
which, according to his theory, halted work that had been continuing at the temple for 85 years.52  
Although the notion that the Hoysaḷēśvara temple was incomplete left something to be desired 
for Fergusson, his description of the temple expresses admiration for its design and form, 
emphasizing the great amount of “labour” that must have contributed to the temple’s 
construction and sculptural elaboration, and observing the pleasing effects of light and shade 
offered by the temple’s stepped layout.53  He even favorably compared the temple to the Gothic 
cathedrals of Europe and noted that its frieze of horsemen is longer than that of the Parthenon.54  
In History of Indian and Eastern Architecture, Fergusson elaborated a comparison between the 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple and the Parthenon as “two extremes” representing “the best examples of 
their class,” arguing that the Greek temple embodies an architectural expression of “pure refined 
intellectual power” and formal regularity, while the Indian temple is a paragon of “playful 
exuberant fancy” and “studied variety” in form.55  His comparison of the two buildings, while 
idealizing each, falls squarely within the purview of the prevailing imperialist narrative, which 
claimed that a “rational,” post-Enlightenment European rule improved upon what were portrayed 
as the chaotic or despotic states of the East, where emotion and excess reigned over serious, 
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52 Taylor and Fergusson 1866, pp. 50-51, 54.  Fergusson 1876, pp. 392-3, 398-400.
53 Taylor and Fergusson 1866, pp. 50-51.  Fergusson 1876, pp. 399-403.
54 Taylor and Fergusson 1866, pp. 50-51.  This comparison no doubt resonated with many of Fergusson’s readers in 
London, who had likely seen and admired the Parthenon sculptures brought to England by Lord Elgin at the 
beginning of the 19th century, and which were on display at the British Museum.
55 Fergusson 1876, pp. 403-404.
measured judgement.56  Political implications notwithstanding, Fergusson’s juxtaposition of 
Haḷēbīḍ’s “great temple” with European examples was popular among later writers of various 
nationalities, who often quoted Fergusson’s description of the temple at length.57
 Although the formalized study of Haḷēbīḍ and its antiquities may have begun as a British 
imperialist enterprise, the site was also of interest — historically and aesthetically, but also 
politically — to the Woḍeyar Mahārājas of Mysore.  In January 1886 the reigning Mahārāja, 
Chāmarāja Woḍeyar X (r. 1868–1894) came to Haḷēbīḍ as part of a tour through his western 
territories, during which he visited sites of natural, archaeological, economic, and religious 
importance.58  While one purpose of the trip was to meet with local leaders about present-day 
concerns, the Hoysaḷēśvara temple seems to have been the Mahārāja’s primary focus in Haḷēbīḍ, 
though he also visited the Kēdārēśvara temple and the Jain basadis.59  The politics of the 
expedition were complex, involving (like the broader operations of Mysore State) a combination 
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56 Underlining the view that emotion prevails in the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, Fergusson wrote: “All that is wild in 
human faith or warm in human feeling is found portrayed on these walls; but of pure intellect there is little — less 
than there is of human feeling in the Parthenon” (Fergusson 1876, p. 404).  Adam Hardy also recognizes that 
Fergusson’s comparison “in the light of the post-colonial critique of the Orientalist discourse … shouts out to be 
branded a classic case of feminising and irrationalising the Other,” but ultimately he defends the comment as 
“sympathetic,” comparing it to less favorable remarks on “Hindu architecture” from Fergusson’s contemporaries 
(Hardy 2007, p. 20).   
57 See, for instance, J.S.F. Mackenzie 1872, pp. 41-43, and 1873, pp. 9-15; Rice 1877, vol. 1, pp. 421-424; Hayes, 
ed. 1887, pp. 65-66; Rice 1897, vol. 1, pp. 514-518; Workman and Workman 1904, pp. 74, 86-88; Smith 1911, pp. 
42-43; Srikantaiya 1918, pp. 197-203; Cousens 1926, p. 20; Hayavadana Rao, ed. 1928, vol. 5, p. 983; Krishna 
1938, pp. 4-5, 12-14 (revised ed. 1950/1994 pp. 4-5, 13-15).
58 The illustrated publication about the royal trip, The Maharajah’s Tour, was edited into book form by James 
William Hayes from the reports of an unnamed “native correspondent” for the Bangalore Daily Post (Hayes, ed. 
1887). 
59 Hayes, ed. 1887, pp. 63-64.  After reproducing the text of the original report on the Mahārāja’s time in Haḷēbīḍ, 
Hayes quoted extensively from Fergusson and from Bowring’s Eastern Experiences (1871) (Hayes, ed. 1887, pp. 
64-67).
of Woḍeyar and British interests and representatives,60  but Chāmarāja’s visit to Haḷēbīḍ, and his 
broader support for archaeological research and preservation throughout the State of Mysore, 
suggest an initiative to cultivate a connection between the Mahārāja and the historical 
monuments of his territories, both through his sojourn to and through his stewardship of the 
region’s temples and other antiquities.
 The royal tour coincided with the establishment of the Archaeological Survey of Mysore 
in 1885, a government department responsible for the systematic documentation of 
archaeological materials, monuments, and inscriptions in Mysore State.  The Annual Reports of 
the Mysore Archaeological Department, which were issued each year from the 1885–6 season 
until 1946,61 are a fundamental resource for the study of Haḷēbīḍ.62  In conjunction with its 
archaeological research, the Department collected inscriptions, a pursuit to which its first 
director, Benjamin Lewis Rice (1837–1927), was particularly committed.  In 1886, along with 
the first archaeological Report, Rice oversaw the publication of the first volume of Epigraphia 
Carnatica, initiating a series that documents inscriptions found in the territories of Mysore State 
and neighboring Coorg (Koḍagu).  Inscriptions from Haḷēbīḍ were published in 1902 as part of 
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60 Further discussion of these political complexities are outside the scope of this dissertation, but in a future project I 
intend to consider the matter in greater detail.  For an insightful overview of the evolving governance of Mysore 
between the late 18th and mid-20th centuries, see Nair 2011, pp. 1-25.  The individuals who accompanied the 
Mahārāja on his royal tour are listed at the beginning of Hayes, ed. (1887, p 1) and include both Indian members of 
the Woḍeyar court and British officials.  Hayes’ preface to the book also comments on the objective to instill British 
principles in the government of the Princely State.
61 Following a common convention, I will refer to these annual reports (commonly called the Mysore Archaeological 
Reports) with the abbreviation MAR, followed by the year to which the report pertains (rather than the year of 
publication, which was sometimes delayed).  MAR continued to be compiled annually until 1946; a final volume 
covers the years 1947–56.  MAR was edited each year by the sitting Director of Archaeological Researches, Mysore 
State.
62 Reports on Haḷēbīḍ’s monuments, of varying length and degree of detail, are found in MAR 1901 (p. 2, para. 
9-10), 1908 (pp. 2-3, para. 9-10), 1911 (pp. 6-11, para. 18-26), 1917 (pp. 2-5, 10-14), and 1930 (pp. 33-61).  
Additional volumes of MAR contain reports on conservation progress, “stray sculptures,” and inscriptions from the 
site.
the fifth volume of Epigraphia Carnatica.  Organized according to their location, the volumes 
present the inscriptions in their original text, Roman transliteration, and English translation, and 
are an invaluable source of primary textual material for the history of southern Karṇāṭaka.63  
 While Rice’s archaeological reports are brief and frequently more focused on inscriptions 
than on the archaeological sites themselves, his successor as Director of Archaeological 
Researches, R. Narasimhachar, took a greater interest in the State’s archaeological sites, 
expanding the length and detail of the department’s Annual Reports.  During his time as Director, 
between July 1906 and July 1922, Narasimhachar made several trips to Haḷēbīḍ, publishing more 
extended comments on the site in his Reports for 1908, 1911, and 1917.64  Narasimhachar was 
the first to publish the smaller temples in the northern part of Haḷēbīḍ, which he lists in his 
Report for 1908 and briefly describes in the Reports for 1911 and 1917.65  While these 
descriptions valuably acknowledge the existence of the site’s lesser known monuments, 
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63 Following convention, I use the abbreviation EC for Epigraphia Carnatica, and EC (OS) (old series) for the 
volumes edited by Rice and his successor, R. Narasimhachar.  In 1970, the Government of Mysore (renamed 
Karnāṭaka in 1973) and the Institute of Kannaḍa Studies, Mysore University, initiated the project for a New Series of 
Epigraphica Carnatica to issue revisions of previously published inscriptions, along with more recently discovered 
inscriptions, in the original text and English translation [EC (NS) 9, pp. x-xi].  Twelve volumes of EC (NS) have 
been published so far; work is still in progress.  Inscriptions from Haḷēbīḍ (together with those of Bastihaḷḷi) are 
published in EC (NS) 9 (1990), Bēlūr taluk (Bl.) nos. 265-408.  Many of these are reissued from EC (OS) V (1902), 
Bl. 90-134; others were published in subsequent volumes of MAR as they were discovered, and still others are 
published in EC (NS) 9 for the first time.
64 MAR 1908 (pp. 2-3, para. 9-10); MAR 1911, pp. 6-11; MAR 1917, pp. 2-5.  See also Settar, ed. 1976a, pp. 46-48; 
Settar, ed. 1976b, pp. 97-104.  In MAR 1907 (para. 57), Narasimhachar summarizes a Kannaḍa manuscript by 
Śivanañje Gauḍa of Haḷēbīḍ, entitled (in translation) The History of the Ancient Temples at Halebid (see Settar, ed. 
1976a, p. 39).  As far as I know, the book is not in circulation, but Mr. H.M. Amaresha of Haḷēbīḍ has generously 
shared with me with a copy of what appears to be a much later printing of the book (photocopied 29 October 2010; 
no publication information is available in the copy to which I have access).  In accordance with Narasimhachar’s 
summary, the contents of the book focus mostly on the Hoysaḷēśvara temple but also include a historical account of 
the Hoysaḷa dynasty and brief comments on the Pārśvanātha, Ādinātha, and Śāntinātha basadis.
65 MAR 1908, para. 10 (p. 2); MAR 1911, para. 24 (p. 10); MAR 1917, para. 11 (pp. 2-3).  See also Settar, ed. 1976a, 
pp. 47-48; 1976b, p. 103.
Narasimhachar still treats the temples as isolated archaeological objects, offering little comment 
on the temples’ surroundings or location within Haḷēbīḍ.
 Soon after the publication of Narasimhachar’s reports, in April 1918 S. Srikantaiya 
published his “Topography of Halebid” in the Bangalore-based Quarterly Journal of the Mythic 
Society.66  Srikantaiya’s article was the first publication to attempt a comprehensive description 
of Haḷēbīḍ and its surroundings, combining information from archaeological surveys, 
inscriptions, art-historical studies, local legends, and (presumably) onsite observations.  A 
schematic map of Haḷēbīḍ and its surroundings — the first ever to be published, as far as my 
research has found — illustrates the layout of the overall site, showing the relative locations of 
each feature described in the text.67  While Srikantaiya’s aim, stated in his conclusion, was to 
generate interest among readers in seeing “the famous temples of Halebid and Bēlūr, and 
realis[ing] the magnificence of Hoysaḷa art,” 68 his article and map must also have raised 
awareness of the site’s lesser known features and was perhaps intended to serve a practical 
purpose for visitors.  Srikantaiya’s detailed description of the site, together with the local 
knowledge incorporated into his account of Haḷēbīḍ’s history, presents a valuable picture of the 
former Hoysaḷa capital as it was experienced in the early 20th century.  Also contributing to our 
knowledge of early 20th-century perceptions of Haḷēbīḍ is H. Heras’ 1929 article, “Halebid. Its 
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66 Srikantaiya 1918.
67 Srikantaiya 1918, between pp. 194-195.  The map produced as part of Mackenzie’s survey in 1806 was not 
published.  Since it was kept at the India Office Library in London, Srikantaiya would not have had access to this 
earlier map.
68 Srikantaiya 1918, p. 204.  This mention of Bēlūr at the end of an article otherwise dedicated to Haḷēbīḍ speaks to 
the strong association between the two sites in the popular imagination, entrenched already by Srikantaiya’s time 
and still prevalent today.
Ancient History and Present State,” which offers further observations about the site’s temples, 
archaeological material, and oral history, along with a simplified map of the town.69
 In 1930, M.H. Krishna, Director of the Mysore Archaeological Department from 1928 to 
1947,70 visited Haḷēbīḍ to conduct a study that would both expand upon the Department’s earlier 
work there and present more detailed documentation than what was offered by Srikantaiya or 
Heras.  The resulting report, which was finally printed in 1934, remains the most thorough and 
reliable study of the site published to date.71  Combining the strengths of earlier sources and 
enhancing them with original analysis, Krishna offers both a macro view of the site and detailed 
art-historical comments on individual temples.  The “Sketch Map of Dorasamudra (Halebid),” 
printed at the beginning of the report (map 3 here), shows the location of each feature discussed 
in the text with greater accuracy than the schematic plans of Srikantaiya and Heras.72  Krishna’s 
historical treatment of the material also improves upon that of his predecessors, integrating into 
his descriptions of many monuments comments on their dates, with the citation of specific 
inscriptions if available.  
 Throughout his report on Haḷēbīḍ, Krishna demonstrates a sophisticated awareness, as 
stated in the opening comments, “that most of these structures have histories of their own, their 
parts having been often constructed by different generations and sometimes by different 
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69 Heras 1929.  
70 Krishna’s predecessor as Director of Archaeological Researches for Mysore State, R. Shamasastry, who served in 
the post from 1922 to 1928, did not report extensively on Haḷēbīḍ, limiting his comments on the site to brief remarks 
on conservation activities (see MAR 1923, p. 2; 1924, p. 9; 1925, p. 5).  For more about M.H. Krishna’s life and 
work, see Nagarajan and Sundara 1985.
71 MAR 1930, pp. 33-61.
72 MAR 1930, p. 33 and Plate VIII.  The map has been reproduced in later publications intended for both scholarly 
and popular purposes (see, for example, Settar 1992, vol. 1, p. 127; Krishna 1938 and 1950/1994, Pl. I).
dynasties.” 73  Mindful of this point, he begins with a discussion of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple that 
highlights the changes made to the building over time and theorizes an approximate timeline for 
these alterations.74  At the article’s conclusion, Krishna briefly discusses the Vīrabhadra, 
Kumbaḷēśvara, Gūḍlēśvara, and Raṅganātha temples of northern Haḷēbīḍ, acknowledging for the 
first time in print the additions that have altered these temples since the Hoysaḷa period.75  In the 
intervening pages, Krishna presents carefully considered remarks on each feature of the site, to 
the extent that is possible within the space of an archaeological report.76  Notably, his treatment 
of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple — to which he devotes far more attention than any other monument 
at Haḷēbīḍ77 — does not simply repeat Fergusson’s words, as most accounts of the temple at that 
time did.78  Instead, he considers new questions about the temple’s architecture, sculpture, and 
process of construction.  Rather than lament the temple’s supposed lack of finish as Fergusson 
 27
73 MAR 1930, p. 33.
74 MAR 1930, pp. 35-36.  Narasimhachar had proposed that the central eastern shrine of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple and 
the exterior subshrines must be “later structures,” but he offered no comment about when they might have been 
added onto the temple (MAR 1911, p. 9, para. 19). 
75 MAR 1930, pp. 59-61.  
76 In his opening remarks about Haḷēbīḍ, Krishna was straightforward about his constraints: “In the following notes 
an attempt is made to give an idea of the archeological value of the place, though for want of space detailed studies 
of many aspects have had to be omitted” (MAR 1930, p. 33).  In the previous paragraph, he commented on the 
possibility of publishing “a separate monograph on Halebid.”  Although Krishna later published a visitors’ guide to 
the site, in which he made additional comments on the Kēdārēśvara temple (Krishna 1938), it seems that the 
monograph he aspired to produce never came to fruition.
77 In addition to his historicized description of the temple, Krishna describes its narrative frieze and outer doorways 
in detail (MAR 1930, pp. 34-49).
78 Even Vincent Smith quotes Fergusson’s description of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple in his History of Fine Art in India 
and Ceylon, despite his pointed argument against Fergusson’s classification of Hoysaḷa temples as “Chalukyan” and 
his critique of the quoted passage’s identification of the lions in the temple’s frieze as heraldic (Smith 1911, pp. 
39-44).  Coomaraswamy (1927, p. 118) does not explicitly refer to Fergusson in his brief treatment of the temple, 
but his assessment that the building is unfinished, his emphasis on the “labour” that contributed to its sculpture, his 
description of the elevation, and the order in which he mentions each of these themes can be traced to Fergusson’s 
comments.  Krishna’s only reference to Fergusson is to note that the earlier author had considered the Kēdārēśvara 
temple to be “the finest building of the style” (MAR 1930, p. 50).
had done, Krishna dignifies the temple through his analysis of its form, viewing the profuse 
sculpture as “marvellous [but] never obtrusive,” and arguing that “two high towers,” constructed 
in brick, once completed its design.79 
 Whereas Krishna’s report on Haḷēbīḍ describes the site alongside others within a large 
volume documenting the activities of the Mysore Archaeological Department during the year 
1930, his Guide to Halebid, published in 1938, condenses much of the information from the 
report into a small booklet that can be carried by visitors to the site.  Aimed at a popular 
audience, the booklet reproduces the “Sketch Map of Dorasamudra (Halebid)” and offers brief 
historical and descriptive overviews of the site, but more than half its pages are devoted to the 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple and much of Krishna’s earlier commentary on the site’s other features has 
been cut.80  In contrast to his Report, in the Guide to Halebid Krishna quotes from Fergusson in 
his accounts of the Hoysaḷēśvara and Kēdārēśvara temples, perhaps catering to popular taste.81  
 Since the mid-20th century, most published work on Haḷēbīḍ has occurred in the context 
of broader studies of Hoysaḷa-period temples, and authors rarely address the whole site.82  
Instead, following the pattern of their 19th- and early 20th-century predecessors, authors have 
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79 MAR 1930, pp. 34-35.  More can be said about the political implications of the contrast between Krishna’s and 
Fergusson’s treatment of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, especially in light of Krishna’s nationalist orientation (see 
Nagarajan and Sundara, pp. 39-42).  To do so here would be a digression, but in a separate project I hope to consider 
this matter in further detail.
80 Krishna 1938 (total number of pages of text: 18; pp. 3-13 on the Hoysaḷēśvara temple).  Krishna’s comments on 
the Kēdārēśvara temple are expanded from the 1930 report to include descriptions of a number of sculptures on the 
exterior walls (1938, pp. 14-17; compare MAR 1930, pp. 49-50), but descriptions of the site’s other temples are 
reduced to just a few paragraphs (1938, pp. 2, 13-14, 17; compare MAR 1930, pp. 50-61).
81 Krishna 1938, pp. 4-5, 12-14.
82 T.M. Keshava has conducted research on the entire site, originally for a Ph.D. from the Department of Ancient 
History and Archaeology at Mysore University.  As his dissertation was not completed, he now intends to publish a 
book on the site’s temples “from the point of view of art, architecture, and iconography,” but his work is not yet 
available (personal communication, 26 October 2009).  
primarily continued to treat individual temples in a way that isolates them from their 
surroundings, usually prioritizing for discussion the Hoysaḷēśvara temple over Haḷēbīḍ’s other 
monuments.83  In many of these works, the name “Haḷēbīḍ” implies the Hoysaḷēśvara temple 
itself.  Robert J. Del Bontà uses that temple as the model for what he calls the “Haḷēbīḍ type” in 
his twofold classification of the Hoysaḷa style, which he elaborates in his 1978 doctoral 
dissertation.84  Within his survey of Hoysaḷa-style temples, Del Bontà also discusses Haḷēbīḍ’s 
Vīrabhadra and Kēdārēśvara temples, the only others at the site to meet the stylistic 
qualifications he describes for the “Hoysaḷa style,” but they are not viewed as representative of 
the site in the same way that the Hoysaḷēśvara temple is.85
 Whereas Del Bontà’s stylistic study ultimately leads to a focus on the temples’ sculptural 
properties, Adam Hardy, in his stylistic study and survey of temples built in Karṇāṭaka between 
the 7th and 13th centuries, and Gerard Foekema, in his survey of Hoysaḷa-period temples, are 
more architecturally driven.86  Hardy’s discussion of Haḷēbīḍ is mostly limited to the 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple, which he views as part of a continuous “Karṇāṭa Drāviḍa” tradition, and 
his remarks on the Hoysaḷēśvara temple are dispersed between discussions of specific 
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83 See, for instance, Anand, Del Bontà, and Berkson 1977, passim.; Del Bontà 1978, pp. 77-83, 87, 101-2; 
Huntington 1985, pp. 562-566; Collyer 1990, passim.; Foekema 1994, vol. 1, pp. 129-142; Hardy 1995, pp. 
243-265, 329; Dhaky 1996, pp. 324-328, 354-355, 393-396; Foekema 2003b, pp. 66-72, 77.  Percy Brown, whose 
Indian Architecture (1942) served as a foundation for many authors during the second half of the 20th century, 
acknowledges the civic buildings that would have surrounded the temples of Dōrasamudra (his “Darasamudra”), but 
he limits his discussion of those temples to the Hoysaḷēśvara and Kēdārēśvara, devoting far more attention to the 
former (Brown 1942, pp. 167-169).
84 Del Bontà 1978 (see esp. pp. 7-8, 77-83).  I have commented in greater detail on Del Bontà’s classification in n. 
25 above.
85 Del Bontà 1978, pp. 87, 101-2. 
86 Hardy 1995; Foekema 1994.  See also Hardy 2007, pp. 227-231; Foekema 2003b.
architectural features.87  Foekema’s Hoysaḷa Architecture, most of which consists of an 
architecturally focused descriptive catalogue of individual temples, includes entries on the 
Hoysaḷēśvara, Kēdārēśvara, and Vīrabhadra temples but on no other temples from Haḷēbīḍ.88  In 
his later book on temples built in Karṇāṭaka between ca. 1000 and 1300, Foekema incorporates 
more discussion of the temples’ historical background and sculptural articulation, but he 
continues to treat temples as architectural entities devoid of a larger spatial context, and among 
the temples at Haḷēbīḍ he only discusses the Hoysaḷēśvara.89  
 M.A. Dhaky’s treatment of Hoysaḷa-period temples for The Encyclopaedia of Indian 
Temple Architecture (vol. 1.3), in accordance with the parameters of the collaborative multi-
volume project, opens with a brief historical overview of the Hoysaḷa dynasty and a general 
stylistic discussion of temples built in their territory before describing individual temples in 
separate entries, arranged chronologically.90  The entries are primarily descriptive and focused on 
architectural design, but some also include historical information from inscriptions; notably, at 
the beginning of his discussion of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, Dhaky comments briefly on 
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87 Hardy 1995, pp. 246-7, 250, 253-4.  Hardy also mentions the Kēdārēśvara temple briefly, remarking on the 
similarity between its sculptural friezes and those of the Hoysaḷēśvara (p. 254).  Within his appendix 2, which 
catalogues individual temples, the entry for Haḷēbīḍ includes the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, an unspecified “Jain 
temple” (apparently the Pārśvanātha basadi), and the Kēdārēśvara temple (p. 329).  He gives a summary description 
of each; only the Hoysaḷēśvara temple is illustrated.  In his Temple Architecture of India, Hardy treats the 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple more as a unified building, but his interest in isolated architectural form still overrides a 
consideration of the larger site (Hardy 2007, p. 227).
88 Foekema 1994, vol. 1, pp. 129-137 (Hoysaḷēśvara), 138-141 (Kēdārēśvara), 141-142 (Vīrabhadra); vol. 2, Pl. 
224-237 (Hoysaḷēśvara), 238-243 (Kēdārēśvara), 244-245 (Vīrabhadra).  Pl. 238 in vol. 2 is an aerial view of the 
landscape surrounding the Kēdārēśvara temple and Jain basadis, taken from Beṇṇe Guḍḍa, but Foekema’s 
discussion of the contextualized view is minimal (vol. 1, p. 139).  (See fig. 1.2 in this dissertation for a similar aerial 
view, albeit one with thick groves of coconut and banana trees surrounding the Kēdārēśvara temple’s compound, 
where Foekema’s photograph shows largely open fields with only a few trees.)
89 Foekema 2003b, pp. 66, 69-73, 77.
90 Dhaky 1996, pp. 292-406.  See n. 32 above for Dhaky’s stylistic categorization of Hoysaḷa-period temples.
Dōrasamudra’s status as a capital city with “several temples,” not all of which survive.91  Dhaky 
gives more attention to Haḷēbīḍ’s Pārśvanātha basadi and other Jain temples than perhaps any 
author since Krishna, and his discussion locates them in relation to the Hoysaḷēśvara temple and 
comments on the ruins to their south.92  His entries on the Hoysaḷēśvara, Kēdārēśvara, and 
Vīrabhadra temples, however, do not indicate any spatial context, treating the temples as 
buildings that stand alone.93   
 Arguably the most comprehensive work on Hoysaḷa-period temples published to date is 
S. Settar’s The Hoysaḷa Temples (1992).  Based on his doctoral dissertation (1970), with the 
addition of further thematic chapters,94  Settar’s survey addresses a number of historical, 
architectural, and artistic contexts for the temples under discussion.  His selection of monuments 
is driven less by stylistic considerations than by the temples’ position within a Hoysaḷa cultural 
sphere, and he addresses Haḷēbīḍ as a site more than other authors do.  Reproducing the Mysore 
Archaeological Report’s “Sketch Map of Dorasamudra,” Settar describes the location of many of 
the city’s temples, emphasizing the dominance of Śaiva monuments.95  His discussion of temple 
architecture and sculpture occurs elsewhere in his book, however, and among Haḷēbīd’s smaller 
temples only the Vīrabhadra is mentioned again.96  Settar provides a more integrated discussion 
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91 Dhaky 1996, p. 393 for comments on Dōrasamudra.  Unfortunately, not all of the inscriptional information Dhaky 
cites is accurate (I cite problematic passages in chapter 4, notes 15, 17).  
92 Dhaky 1996, pp. 324-328, 354-355.  M.H. Krishna’s discussion of the basadis is found in MAR 1930, pp. 55-59.
93 Dhaky 1996, pp. 393-396, 406.  
94 I have been unable to access Settar’s dissertation, which is kept at Cambridge University, but he has informed me 
that the book covers his earlier work and augments it with additional material such as the chapter on patronage 
(personal communication, 12 Nov. 2010).
95 Settar 1992, vol. 1, pp. 127-128.
96 Settar 1992, vol. 1, pp. 147-350, passim.; vol. 2, Pl. 67-142.  The Hoysaḷēśvara temple is cited far more than any 
other temple at Haḷēbīḍ.  On the Vīrabhadra temple: vol. 1, pp. 221, 223, 230. and vol. 2, Pl. 129.  The Raṅganātha 
temple is illustrated in Pls. 130-131.
of the site and its temples in an earlier publication (1975), but as the primary subject of that study 
is the Hoysaḷa sculpture collection at the National Museum of Denmark, his discussion of the 
site’s temples and inscriptions remains brief.97
 In contrast to the larger surveys of Settar, Del Bontà, Hardy, Foekema, and Dhaky, other 
authors since 1990 have looked at the entire corpus of Hoysaḷa-period temples to study a 
particular theme.  Kelleson Collyer’s social and stylistic analysis of Hoysaḷa artists, based on the 
signatures and masons’ marks found on many Hoysaḷa-period temples, traces an important group 
of individuals and workshops involved in the temples’ production.98  The book includes a section 
devoted to the artists who worked on the Hoysaḷēśvara temple,99  but apart from a passing 
reference to the Kēdārēśvara temple and the Śaiva temples in the northeastern part of the city, a 
consideration of Haḷēbīḍ’s other monuments is absent.100  With individual sculptors at the center 
of her study, Collyer discusses temples primarily as sites of artistic production.  Although she 
situates her discussion within a framework of the religious and political contexts of Hoysaḷa 
temples, she does not consider the wider urban settings of these works of architecture.  
 In another type of closely focused study, Kirsti Evans and Rachel Loizeau have both 
analyzed the sculptural representation of narrative in Hoysaḷa temples, and each author considers 
material from several of Haḷēbīḍ’s monuments.  In addition to their study of narrative imagery 
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97 Settar 1975a, pp. 32-44.
98 Collyer 1990.  Settar (1973, 2000) and Del Bontà (1978, chapters 4, 5) also look to artist signatures to study 
individual Hoysaḷa-period sculptors, and Narasimha Murthy (1985) surveys the artists named in Hoysaḷa-period 
inscriptions.
99 Under the heading “Sculptors at Halebīd” Collyer only considers work from the Hoysaḷēśvara temple (Collyer 
1990, pp. 143-146).  This discussion also includes an image of Sarasvatī now kept at the University of Mysore’s 
Archaeological Museum; although Collyer assumes it came from the Hoysaḷēśvara temple (Collyer 1990, p. 146), it 
is more likely to have been taken from the Nagarēśvara site (see chapter 3 below).  
100 Collyer 1990, pp. 34, 52.
from the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, Evans and Loizeau each discuss visual narrative within the friezes 
and large figural panels of the Hūcēśvara, Nagarēśvara, and Kēdārēśvara temples.101  Both 
authors describe where within Haḷēbīḍ each temple is situated, and Loizeau reproduces the site 
map from the Mysore Archaeological Department’s 1930 Annual Report.102  Neither author, 
however, integrates a consideration of the larger site into her discussion of the temples, perhaps 
because the subject matter focuses attention on such a specific aspect of the temples’ sculptural 
programs. 
 The only works to have been published specifically about Haḷēbīḍ since the 1930s are 
government-sponsored guidebooks intended for visitors to the site.  Krishna’s 1938 Guide was 
reissued with very minor revisions in 1950 and subsequently reprinted in 1977 and 1994 by the 
Directorate of Archaeology and Museums in Karnataka.103  More recently, I authored a 
guidebook to Haḷēbīḍ, which was published in 2009 by the Archaeological Survey of India (ASI) 
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101 Evans 1997, pp. 6-9, 195-239, 256-7.  Loizeau 2006, vol. 1, pp. 130-142, 157-179; vol. 2, pp. 34-79, 160-289.  
Evans (1997, pp. 7, 257) acknowledges the Vīrabhadra temple and the group of Jain basadis, but because of their 
relative lack of narrative imagery these do not factor into her main discussion of Haḷēbīḍ’s temples. 
102 Evans 1997, pp. 195, 213, 221, 233.  Loizeau 2006, vol. 1, pp. 130-131, 157, 171, 174; vol. 2, p.35.
103 Krishna 1950/1994.  Curiously, in most bibliographies and library catalogues I have accessed (e.g., worldcat.org), 
the author of A Guide to Halebid is listed as L. Narasimhachar and M.H. Krishna’s authorship of the text seems to 
have been largely forgotten.  Although neither author’s name appears in the edition most readily accessible to me, an 
identical text at the British Library is listed in the catalogue under the author name L. Narasimhachar and dated 
1977, while other sources (e.g. Collyer 1990 and the online catalogue WorldCat) cite the same text (and author) with 
the year 1950.  It seems that L. Narasimhachar may have been responsible for the later edition’s minor revisions to 
Krishna’s text, which do not involve any rewriting and are limited to such changes as the conversion of distances 
from English to metric values and the substitution of some photographs to show different views of the same 
building.
and doubles as a catalogue of selected objects from the site museum.104  The publication is 
divided into two sections:  The first is an overview of Haḷēbīḍ’s history, layout, and monuments, 
along with a general discussion of Hoysaḷa temples, and is intended to provide context for the 
objects encountered in the museum.  The second is a catalogue of twenty-eight sculptures, 
architectural fragments, and inscriptions, organized according to object type or the subject 
depicted.  The text aims to prompt readers to consider former and present uses and meanings for 
the temples and museum objects under discussion, but it does not attempt to answer all the 
questions it suggests.  Intended for a popular audience, the guidebook is deliberately simple even 
as it raises more complex issues that I hope to treat more fully in this dissertation.
Conceptual and Methodological Contexts
 In one respect, this dissertation has a very specific focus: it takes as its subject a selection 
of temples from a single site, Haḷēbīḍ/Dōrasamudra, that were built during the 12th and 13th 
centuries, the period of greatest activity for temple construction in the Hoysaḷa kingdom.  At the 
same time, concentrating on one site has enabled me to pursue questions that seek both to deepen 
our understanding of the specific temples I treat and to broaden the ways in which we study 
South Asian temples more generally.  While the overarching theme of this dissertation is to 
consider each temple as a constituent part of a larger city — Hoysaḷa-period Dōrasamudra, the 
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104 Kasdorf 2009.  It is ASI policy not to credit the authors of its publications, but I wrote the text for this guidebook, 
which forms part of a series produced by Jackfruit Research and Design for the ASI on sites in Karnataka.  
Annapurna Garimella proposed the thematic structure of the booklet and her editing contributed portions of the text.  
A few changes made to my original copy have unfortunately resulted in errors within this text; I do not know which 
editor made these changes and I regret that I did not catch them before the book was printed.  First, the text 
erroneously states that Viṣṇuvardhana’s reign ended in 1152, when in fact the correct date is 1142 (pp. 1, 9).  
Second, the Hūcēśvara temple is called “Brahmeshwara” (pp. 6, 11, map); although an inscription from Haḷēbīḍ 
refers to one “Brohmēśvara” {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 319 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 340]}, I have not found any evidence to identify 
this god with today’s Hūcēśvara temple.  Third, the caption to the illustration on p. 1 mislabels an overview 
photograph of the Pārśvanātha basadi and Kēdārēśvara temple as “Hoysalesvara temple.” 
features of which I describe in chapter 2 — separate chapters (3–6) on individual temples 
address a range of factors relating to those temples’ particular forms, histories, and meanings.  
 The rubric I employ for this inquiry into related factors external to the temples themselves 
is that of “context.” 105  This term has not gone uncontested, but I find it to be the most useful way 
to express the goals of my project, which entails a study of material relationships between 
temples and their physical surroundings as well as an analysis of some of the more ephemeral 
relationships pertaining to those temples’ historical meanings and functions.  The body of 
literature on the uses, misuses, problems, benefits, definitions, and conceptualizations of context, 
as developed through and applied to numerous disciplines of study, is too vast to review in detail 
here, but it will be productive to address the most salient criticisms of the term and to explain 
how I use the word and principle of context in the following pages.106  
 The two problems that come up most frequently in critical discussions of context are, 
first, that the term “context” implies a natural “given” that exists in opposition to the act/
phenomenon/artwork/object/text it is summoned to explain, when in fact it too is a construct that 
must be interpreted; and second, that context has no limit: one can endlessly find additional 
factors that affect the interpretation of an object of study — including factors pertaining to one’s 
own orientation towards it — and must therefore select certain aspects of context to include 
within one’s analysis, while eliminating others.  In order to emphasize the constructed nature of 
what we call “context” and to highlight the author’s role in interpreting and limiting the types of 
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105 In the discussion that follows, I use quotation marks to refer to a particular word as a term of vocabulary, whereas 
italics signal a consideration of that term as a concept.
106 For an overview of several approaches to context within the fields of social anthropology, philosophy, linguistics, 
and literary criticism, among others, see Dilley 1999.  In my summary of the critical discourse on context, I also 
look to Culler 1982 (pp. 121-134) and Culler 1988 (esp. pp. viii-ix, 93-94, 147-148), based in literary criticism and 
theory; Bal and Bryson 1991 (pp. 174-188), and Bryson 1992, who problematize the term “context” for art-historical 
scholarship; and Cort 2010 (esp. pp. 13-16, 273-281), who brings these critiques into play within the field of South 
Asian and comparative religious studies.
context s/he brings into play, some authors choose “frame” as an alternative rubric for their 
investigations into the connections between their object of study and various other factors that 
contribute to their interpretations of it.107  
 Even as they problematize context, most critics acknowledge that we cannot completely 
jettison the term or the objectives it involves.  In fact, although we must maintain a critical 
awareness of how we conceptualize and use such terms,108 the project to reformulate the 
meanings and implications of context has in many ways been successful since these critiques 
reached a crescendo in the 1980s–1990s.  Most scholars today are mindful that an object/act and 
its contexts are mutually constitutive, and that their meanings can change according to the 
circumstances under which they are viewed — few would affirm the notion that context is a 
given that exists in opposition to and determines the meaning of the object or act.  These scholars 
include art historians, who, far from embracing the conservative stance opposed by Bal and 
Bryson in the early 1990s, are in most cases “at ease … with the possibility of a work of art that 
constitutively changes with different conditions of reception, as different viewers and 
generations of viewers bring to bear upon the artwork the discourses, visual and verbal, that 
construct their spectatorship.” 109  With these more nuanced understandings of context in mind, 
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107 Frame is a driving concept for Cort in Framing the Jina, and he uses it explicitly to emphasize his own role in 
the discussion he presents on Jain ritual images and the narratives surrounding them (Cort 2010, esp. pp. 15-16, 
280).  Cort (2010, p. 14; also Bal and Bryson 1991, pp. 175, 192-193; Bryson 1992, p. 21) cites Culler’s 
development of the concept of frame as an alternative to context in Framing the Sign (Culler 1988, p. ix). 
108 Here, I look to Bryson’s statement, near the beginning of his extended criticism of context for the field of art 
history — for which he advocates a “semiotic turn” (Bal and Bryson 1991, p. 175) — that “what is at stake is not 
that ‘context’ be abandoned as a working concept, in the supposed free play of ‘anything goes’; rather, what visual 
semiotics proposes is that the concept be problematized and reformulated, and not just incidentally but as a central 
and continual activity within the discipline” (Bryson 1992, p. 19).
109 Bal and Bryson 1991, p. 179 (in this quotation the authors contrast art historians with “scholars in certain other 
disciplines [who] are more at ease” with these productive concepts; the judgment that art historians on the whole 
were uncomfortable with such concepts was perhaps unjustified even in 1991).  See also Bryson 1992, p. 38.
with an awareness of the multiplicity of interpretive frameworks it entails — including the 
author’s own — and with a frank recognition of the impossibility of analyzing or even accessing 
all contexts that apply to a particular object of study, the project of making context — or a 
selection of contexts — a central part of scholarship remains, I think, a worthwhile endeavor.  
 There is a certain amount of overlap between the understanding of context I have just 
described and that of frame, as employed by scholars such as Culler and Cort.  “Frame” is indeed 
a useful term that helps to highlight the role of the interpreter, and it will appear along with 
“context” in the following chapters.  Substituting “frame” for “context,” however, would not be 
appropriate for my specific set of concerns pertaining to the Hoysaḷa-period temples of 
Dōrasamudra.  In this dissertation, “context” refers not only to the social, historical, and 
conceptual factors that impact the meanings of the temples; it also includes their physical 
surroundings, their spatial relationships to other features of the historical city, their impact on 
patterns of movement through the urban space, and their practical and ritual functions for many 
of the city’s inhabitants.  Much more than signs or narratives — or even paintings — to be 
framed and read, as monumental buildings that helped give form to a city, the temples of the 
Hoysaḷa capital were and are profoundly material.  This is not to say that they did not visually 
signify certain values and meanings — indeed, much of this dissertation explores such 
expressive functions of the temples’ forms — but the metaphor of the frame, with its two-
dimensional connotations and its emphatic separation of an object from its surroundings, seems 
counterproductive to my efforts to consider the temples of Dōrasamudra as being integral to the 
larger city.  As discussed above, most scholarship on Hoysala-period temples has treated the 
temples — or even parts of the temples, such as their narrative friezes — as artifacts that exist in 
isolation from their surroundings.  Thinking about the temples within their multidimensional 
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urban context brings new perspectives to our working understanding of those temples and their 
many contexts.  Far from demonstrating an oppositional relationship, the multiple elements of 
each context — for example, a particular temple and other features of its urban landscape — are 
fundamentally connected, so that the context itself changes with each new addition.110  In my 
discussion of the temples of Dōrasamudra, I continually attempt to affirm this profound 
dynamism that is intrinsic to context.
* * *
 In the spirit of the self-reflexive honesty that proponents of framing wish to emphasize in 
the process of interpretation, it is fitting that I should explain my sources and methods of study.  
Besides the secondary literature discussed in the previous two sections of this chapter, which 
includes art-historical and archaeological discussions of Hoysaḷa-period and related temples, and 
art-historical studies of temples in other regions of the Indian subcontinent, the intellectual 
background for my project has involved, among other sources, texts on Hoysaḷa and South Asian 
cultural and political histories, historical urbanism, temple ritual, and religious traditions related 
to Hoysaḷa-period temples (especially the Śaiva and Jain traditions that prevailed in 
Dōrasamudra, but also the Vaiṣṇava traditions that were prominent in neighboring Hoysaḷa 
cities).  Published inscriptions are my principal source of primary textual material.  The majority 
of these are found in the volumes of Epigraphia Carnatica (EC), described in the 
historiographical discussion above.  Whereas published English translations provided me with 
the content of an extensive number of inscriptions, with the help of Kittel’s Kannaḍa-English 
Dictionary and Apte’s Practical Sanskrit-English Dictionary I read through the original Kannaḍa 
and Sanskrit text of relevant lines from the inscriptions that I cite in this dissertation.  While the 
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110 The concept of a causal network as discussed by Bryson, citing T.S. Eliot on the organic fluctuations of “order” 
within a “tradition,” is pertinent here (see Bryson 1992, pp. 26-27).
published translations have guided my own understanding of these inscriptions, in some cases I 
have found alternative translations to be better suited to the text.
 Field work involved several trips to Haḷēbīḍ, visits to other Hoysaḷa-period temples, and 
travel to additional sites throughout Karnāṭaka, Tamiḻ Nāḍu, and Āndhra Pradesh, focused mostly 
on temples dating between the 9th and 13th centuries but also including some earlier and later 
monuments.  My study of each temple/monument included close looking, detailed photographic 
documentation, taking notes onsite, and recording the GPS coordinates of the building with a 
Garmin GPSMAP 60CSx, data that I later used to visualize spatial relationships and determine 
distances between monuments.  In some cases, I also measured certain elements of a temple, 
such as freestanding sculptures or their pedestals, the niches of subsidiary shrines, and the 
heights of plinths, adhiṣṭhāna base moldings, and figural image panels within temple walls.  
 In addition to the study of temples in situ, I visited museum collections housing 
sculptures and architectural fragments from Haḷēbīḍ/Dōrasamudra and other Hoysaḷa-period 
temples.  The most important collections for my research included the Archaeological Museum 
in Haḷēbīḍ, the National Museum of Denmark in Copenhagen, the Indian Museum in Kolkata, 
and the Karnāṭaka State Government Museums in Bangalore and Hassan; other collections 
included those of the National Museum of India in New Delhi, the British Museum in London, 
and the Victoria and Albert Museum in London.  In addition to photographing and measuring 
relevant sculptures, I accessed archives from the museums in Haḷēbīḍ, Copenhagen, Kolkata, and 
Hassan for information about objects’ provenance and accession.  
 I completed further archival research at the British Library, with particular focus on the 
Mackenzie and Bowring Collections, and on photographs and travelogues.  At the Karnāṭaka 
State Archives in Bangalore, I went through documents from the Muzrai Department of Mysore 
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State dating between the 1890s and the 1930s, pertaining to some of the temples’ maintenance 
works during that time.  The Mysore Archaeological Department’s serially published Annual 
Reports (MAR) for the years 1885–1956, and the Archaeological Survey of India’s Indian 
Archaeology, A Review (IAR), covering the years 1956/7–2002/3, have provided me with further 
information about Haḷēbīḍ, the conservation of its temples, and excavation activities carried out 
there between 1984/5 and 1986/7.  
 Photographs have been another useful source for learning about Haḷēbīḍ and its temples 
during the 19th and 20th centuries.  Taking my cue from Janet Dewan’s study of early 
photographs of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple,111  I studied a number of photographic prints and 
negatives taken at Haḷēbīḍ in the mid-19th century, both at the British Library, London, and 
within the collection of the Royal Photographic Society, kept at the National Media Museum in 
Bradford, U.K.112  These photographs valuably show the state of certain temples from the site 
before they were altered by restoration and, in some cases, ruin.  Although most of the 
photographs depict sculptural details from the Hoysaḷēśvara temple that have not changed 
materially since the 19th century, the few that depict the wider landscape and the drastically 
altered Kēdārēśvara temple113 are especially useful for determining which features are a product 
of more recent times.  Even photographs from the second half of the 20th century reveal 
differences in the landscape and some of Haḷēbīḍ’s smaller temples: the photographic archives of 
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111 Dewan 1989.  In this article, Dewan’s focus is the photography itself rather than the temple depicted, but it 
signaled for me an important historical resource for the study of Haḷēbīḍ.  See also Dewan 2003.
112 At the British Library I viewed photographs by Richard Banner Oakeley, Henry Dixon, Edmund Lyon, William 
Henry Pigou, and anonymous photographers.  The Royal Photographic Society’s collection at the National Media 
Museum contains a complete set of wax paper negatives, and some prints, of Linnaeus Tripe’s photographs of 
Haḷēbīḍ.
113 Between the mid-19th and early 20th centuries, the Kēdārēśvara temple progressively fell into ruin and was 
subsequently restored.  In chapter 5 I discuss these processes in detail.
the French Institute of Pondicherry and images published in some secondary texts provide 
insight into some of these more recent changes.114  
 Research on Vijayanagara, capital of the polities that claimed control over much of 
Karṇāṭaka and southern India between the mid-14th century and 1565, has provided a model for 
many of the methods I have used for my own research on Dōrasamudra.  Archaeological research 
at the site in the 1970s led to the establishment of the Vijayanagara Research Project in 1980, a 
collaborative undertaking led by John M. Fritz and George Michell.115  Involving numerous 
scholars with training in different fields of study — including archaeology, architectural and art 
history, religious studies, epigraphy, literature, geography, and astronomy, among other 
disciplines — the ongoing project has been exceptional in its scope and in the diversity of 
approaches it employs for the study of a single historical city.  A wider range of material is 
available for the study of Vijayanagara than for Hoysaḷa-period Dōrasamudra, much of it thanks 
to the archaeological research of recent decades: In addition to temples, inscriptions, and 
landscape features, for Vijayanagara there are surviving civic structures, excavated foundations 
of residential buildings, archaeological data pertaining to patterns of habitation and land use, 
first-hand textual accounts from visitors to the city in the 15th and 16th centuries, and a rich oral 
tradition that imbues the dramatic landscape of the city with both ancient and sacred 
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114 Among the publications with such photographs are Settar 1975a (esp. fig. 19 of the Lakkaṇṇa-Vīraṇṇa temple); 
Huntington 1985 (fig. 22.36 of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s interior); and Foekema 1994 (vol. II, pl. 238 of the 
landscape surrounding the Kēdārēśvara and Jain temples).
115 Sinopoli 2011 gives the most recent overview of the history of Vijayanagara research; other essays in Verghese 
and Dallapiccola (eds.) 2011 describe specific aspects of this research in greater detail.  See also the website of the 
Vijayanagara Research Project: http://www.vijayanagara.org/.
meanings.116  With a central area of more than 25 sq. km., an elliptical fortified “urban core” 
extending more than 4 km. across,117 and surveys encompassing a much larger surrounding 
region, the scale of Vijayanagara also exceeds that of Dōrasamudra, the irregular fortified zone of 
which extends approximately 2.25 km. across at most points.
 The range of topics that have been pursued for Vijayanagara suggest many productive 
directions for research on Dōrasamudra.  Most central to the direction I have taken in this 
dissertation are the analyses of Vijayanagara’s urban form, road system, and patterns of 
movement, as developed by John M. Fritz along with George Michell and M.S. Nagaraja Rao.118  
While the conclusions they reach with regard to Vijayanagara’s overarching division between a 
“sacred center,” “intermediate irrigated valley,” “urban core,” and “royal center” are not 
immediately applicable to the Hoysaḷa capital, the general conceptualization of different zones 
within the city has informed my thinking for Dōrasamudra.119  Fritz et. al. have also prompted 
me to think about relationships between different features of the city and its surroundings — 
both architectural and natural — and to consider routes of access to individual buildings and 
throughout the urban space.  I have applied these ideas most fully in my discussion of 
Dōrasamudra’s roads, which I describe in chapter 2 on the basis of patterns of alignment between 
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116 See Malville and Fritz 1996 (passim.) for a summarization of some of the traditions about Vijayanagara’s 
landscape.  I have not conducted research into the oral traditions of Haḷēbīḍ/Dōrasamudra; those of which I am 
aware pertain mainly to the city’s Hoysaḷa past (see, e.g., Srikantaiya 1918, pp. 192-193), but others may recount a 
greater antiquity for the place.  The topic merits further research.
117 Fritz, Michell, and Nagaraja Rao 1984, pp. 5, 10.
118 Several articles and research reports describe Fritz et. al.’s findings and analysis.  See esp. Fritz 1983, 1985a, 
1985b, 1991; Fritz, Michell, and Nagaraja Rao 1984; Fritz and Michell 1987.  Filliozat 1978 provides an earlier 
descriptive overview of Vijayanagara’s layout, roads, and irrigation systems.
119 In chapters 2 and 6 especially I develop my ideas about different zones within Dōrasamudra, but the theme runs 
throughout the dissertation.  Rather than “sacred” vs. “royal” vs. “urban,” I prefer to think about Dōrasamudra’s 
zones in terms of differing degrees of elite development, though a royal presence is implicit in the palace zone.  
Hoysaḷa-period features, and which factor into each subsequent chapter.  Roads imply travel, and 
the analysis of processional routes within Vijayanagara’s “royal center” has stimulated my own 
thinking about patterns of movement between specific buildings within Dōrasamudra.  While I 
discuss spatial relationships between the palace compound and specific temples within the 
Hoysaḷa capital, and while some of these seem to have a deliberately constructed political 
significance,120  the theme of royal power is less central to my analysis than it is to the discussion 
of Fritz et. al.  I make no attempt to apply Fritz’s arguments for the cosmological significance of 
Vijayanagara’s urban organization to Dōrasamudra, although further research into the meanings 
of hills in the landscape of the Hoysaḷa capital and a systematic analysis of the spatial 
relationships between these hills and various features of the city, in the manner of John McKim 
Malville’s “archaeoastronomical” work with Fritz,121  may yield information that could apply to 
such an interpretation, adapted to suit Dōrasamudra’s specific circumstances.
 I explained in the overview of Dōrasamudra near the beginning of this chapter that my 
study of the city’s temples focuses on buildings within the eastern part of the fortified zone, 
where the highest concentration of Hoysaḷa-period material is found.  Made of stone, these 
surviving temples and ruined buildings were products of elite patronage, and my discussion of 
some of the intentions behind their construction therefore pertains primarily to elite populations 
of the Hoysaḷa capital.  Future research along the lines of the Vijayangara Metropolitan Survey, 
led by Carla M. Sinopoli and Kathleen D. Morrison, would surely yield further insights into 
some of Dōrasamudra’s impermanent characteristics, including patterns of activity among both 
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120 See esp. chapters 3 (on the Hoysaḷēśvara temple) and 5 (on the Kēdārēśvara temple).
121 See Malville and Fritz 1996; Malville 2001.  In addition to determining spatial axes between hills and other 
features of Vijayanagara though an analysis of their azimuthal orientations, Malville analyzes the orientational 
correlations between certain features of the landscape (both natural and constructed) and solar or astral positions.
elite and non-elite populations throughout the city and its surrounding area.122  Morrison’s work 
on landscape history and reservoirs in the greater Vijayanagara region provides another model 
that could usefully be applied to the region around Haḷēbīḍ/Dōrasamudra, the landscape of which 
was developed for specific agricultural purposes during the Hoysaḷa period.123
 The directions that research on Vijayanagara suggests for the ongoing study of 
Dōrasamudra point to some of the contexts that remain largely unexplored in this dissertation.  
The contexts that I have chosen to develop for certain temples of the Hoysaḷa capital are based 
primarily on my study of the architecture and sculpture of the temples themselves, their place 
within Dōrasamudra, and inscriptions that document information pertaining to their foundation, 
patronage, and operation, and that express some of the values associated with these activities.  
Temples and inscriptions from other sites also contribute to my discussion, for they reveal both 
connections and points of contrast between the temples of Dōrasamudra and their counterparts in 
other cities of the Hoysaḷa world.  While each chapter examines a different set of contexts for a 
different temple or group of temples, the specific conclusions I reach in each case point toward 
the development of a certain feature or quality to be found only in Dōrasamudra.  Whether 
through their visual impact, their claim to an important deity, or their association with powerful 
individuals or institutions, the temples of the Hoysaḷa capital, as we will see, distinguished their 
city, contributing importantly to its status.
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122 For an overview of the Vijayanagara Metropolitan Survey and its goals, see Morrison 2011.
123 See Morrison 2009.  In chapter 2, I comment on the construction of reservoirs and the development of land in and 
around Dōrasamudra, but much research remains to be done on this subject.
Chapter 2 — Śrīmad-Rājadhāni-Dōrasamudra: Building a Dynasty and a Capital
 The city of Dōrasamudra is remembered for being capital of the Hoysaḷas, and for a 
majority of the dynasty’s years in power it was indeed represented as the polity’s dominant 
headquarters, central both to the administration and to the identity of the kingdom.  Hoysaḷa-
period inscriptions frequently express this status explicitly, stating that the king is ruling the 
kingdom while residing in “the illustrious capital, Dōrasamudra.”  The Sanskrit words of this 
phrase, śrīmad-rājadhāni-dōrasamudra, are repeated in numerous records, conveying a sense of 
glory and importance upon the place and signaling its political status as “seat of the king” (rāja-
dhānī), even when the king himself is not explicitly mentioned.1
 Dōrasamudra’s status as the Hoysaḷa capital was not a given, however, but was actively 
cultivated, both through the inscriptions that assert its preeminence and through the architecture 
that distinguished it from other cities.  Like many premodern political dynasties of South Asia, 
the Hoysaḷas had more than one capital; Dōrasamudra was not their first seat of governance nor 
was it the only one, even after the royal court had shifted there.2  Within the inscriptional corpus, 
multiple cities throughout the kingdom are called rājadhāni or nelevīḍu (“residence,” implicitly 
royal residence).  While some were provincial capitals overseen by local governors, the king 
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1 For instance, EC (NS) 9, Bl. 314 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 326] (1213 C.E.) contains no reference to the king himself but 
employs the phrase to refer to a particular location within the city.
2 The Cāḷukyas of Kalyāṇa or Later Cāḷukyas (973–1189), whom the Hoysaḷas initially served as governors, ruled 
from successive capital cities before setting in Kalyāṇa, and the king’s presence is recorded in other capitals even 
after this city became his primary headquarters (see Gopal 1959; Gopal 1981, pp. 98, 110, 120-121, 246, 253, 255).  
The Cōḻas (ca. 850–1279), Tamiḻ contemporaries of the Hoysaḷas, also had more than one primary capital in 
succession, and their inscriptions likewise show that individual kings shifted between different secondary places of 
royal residence (see Nilakantha Sastri 1955/1975, pp. 332, 345–346, 349, 353, 398, 448-449).  By contrast, 
monarchs of the Kākatīya dynasty (ca. 956–1323), contemporaries of the Hoysaḷas based in the Telaṅgāṇa region of 
northwestern Āndhra, seem to have been based from two successive capitals that were located only 5 km. apart; 
perhaps their territorial aims differed from those of the kings who moved between capitals (see Parabrahma Sastry 
1978, pp. 101, 116, 172-179).  My thanks go to Phil Wagoner for drawing my attention to the Cāḷukya and Kākatīya 
material.
himself moved between cities, sometimes residing at a capital other than Dōrasamudra for an 
extended period of time.  Even during these periods of territorial movement, however, 
Dōrasamudra seems to have retained its position as the primary capital of the Hoysaḷas’ core 
homeland.
 First developed as a Hoysaḷa capital in the 1060s, Dōrasamudra remained a capital at 
least into the 1330s.  Although kings were not the only figures behind the cultivation of the city’s 
status, their relationship to Dōrasamudra was central to its representation as śrīmad-rājadhāni.  
At the same time, by virtue of an association between urban and political identities, the 
development of the city enhanced the status of the king.  The relationship between king and city 
was not fixed in tradition, but rather shifted with each king’s changing orientation to 
Dōrasamudra and to other capitals.  Taking these points into consideration, the first section of 
this chapter will provide a historical overview of the Hoysaḷa dynasty, its most prominent cities 
of royal residence, and the status of Dōrasamudra over the course of the Hoysaḷa period.  After 
this brief history I will turn to the physical material of the site, considering both constructed and 
natural features that formed the city itself.  Including hills, reservoirs, fortification walls, the 
palace compound, and major roads, these features constitute an urban framework for the temples 
that form the subjects of the following chapters.
A History of the Hoysaḷa Dynasty and its Capitals3 
 Before gaining prominence in the political world of southern India, the Hoysaḷas were a 
family of hill-chiefs (malepas) in the forested foothills of the Western Ghats.  The earliest 
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3 Much of the political chronology I present here is based on Derrett 1957 and Coelho 1950.  While Derrett’s 
narrative is evidently based on careful scrutiny of an impressive range of primary sources (which he reviews in an 
appendix: Derrett 1957, pp. 206-218), his citation of these sources is minimal.  Many of the inscriptions I cite below 
that relate to reign periods, military events, and marriage alliances are gathered from Coelho’s citations.
evidence of their political presence comes from present-day Chikmagalūr District, where the 
town identified as the dynasty’s earliest capital — Sosavūr/Sosevūr or Śāśakapura/Śāśapura, 
today’s Aṅgaḍi — is located (see map 2).4  The name “Poysaḷa” occurs in inscriptions from the 
region beginning in the mid-10th century,5 but the dynasty became increasingly powerful during 
the 11th century with the rule of the first known Hoysaḷa king, Nṛpa Kāma (“King Kāma”), who 
is mentioned in records of the 1020s.6  The city of Sosavūr also grew in prominence during this 
time, as residents and visitors built temples, memorialized respected individuals with stone 
monuments, and issued records in permanent materials during the 11th and 12th centuries.7  
 By the mid-11th century the Hoysaḷas formed a significant presence in the political world 
of Karṇāṭaka, as their increasing volume of inscriptions and their multiplying list of royal titles 
indicate.  By 1055 the dynasty had entered into a marriage alliance with the powerful Cāḷukyas 
of Kalyāṇa (also known as the Later Cāḷukyas; ca. 973–1189), under whom the Hoysaḷas served 
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4 On the identification of Aṅgaḍi (Mūḍigere Tk.) with Sosavūr, see Coelho 1950, pp. 23-24; Hanumantha Rao 1972.
5 See Derrett 1957, pp. 16-17.  Here he discusses an inscription that refers to one member of another ruling family as 
Poysaḷa Māruga.  The title, which translates to “Hoysaḷa beater,” suggests the political relevance of the Hoysaḷas by 
the time of the inscription, dated to the period of the Noḷamba king Arakella, ca. mid-10th century.  Although Derrett 
states that the record is from Marale, the text he describes corresponds to that of an inscription from nearby 
Hosahaḷḷi [EC (NS) 11, Cm. 47 (MAR 1932, no. 37)].  Other authors interpret the reference to “Poysaḷa Māruga” as 
the first Hoysaḷa king (Settar 1992, vol. 1, p. 4).  In Old Kannaḍa, the letter pa- often appears place of the letter ha-, 
so that in the corpus of Hoysaḷa inscriptions the dynasty’s name is commonly written “Poysaḷa.”
6 See Coelho 1950, pp. 25-29.  EC (NS) 11, Mg. 16 [ED (OS) VI, Mg. 19] identifies “Kāma Voysaḷa” as “Rācamalla 
Permmāḍi,” a title that associates him with the Gaṅga dynasty (ca. 350–1024) of southern Karṇāṭaka (Coelho 1950, 
pp. 27-28, citing B.L. Rice; Derrett 1957, p. 21).
7 For inscriptions from Aṅgaḍi, see EC (NS) 11, Mg. 21-30 [EC (OS) VI, Mg. 9-18 and MAR 1932, no. 12].  
Hoysaḷa-period temples in Aṅgaḍi include a group of two Jain basadis (one of which I briefly discussed in chapter 1)  
and a second group of three temples, one of which contains a large image of Kēśava and the others containing 
liṅgas.  The Vāsantikā temple in the village is a recent construction or reconstruction of what may have been a 
Hoysaḷa-period temple.  See MAR 1917, pp. 7-8, and MAR 1929, pp. 8-9.  MAR 1929 dates the Jain temples to ca. 
10th century, but as I argued in chapter 1 (n. 14) they are more likely to date to the 11th.  Neither Report comments 
on the dates of the Vaiṣṇava and Śaiva temples, but the style of their architecture and sculpture suggests a date range 
of ca. mid-11th–early 12th centuries.
nominally as governors.8  The distant location of their overlords’ capital in the northernmost part 
of Karṇāṭaka, however, enabled the Hoysaḷas to assert a certain amount of autonomy within their 
local region of southern Karṇāṭaka (see map 1).  Sosavūr seems to have flourished during this 
time; an inscription from 1048 C.E. states that the reigning Hoysaḷa king, Vinayāditya (r. ca. 
mid-1040s–1098), and his queen Keḷeyabbarasi were at that time ruling the kingdom from their 
residence (nelevīḍu) at “Sosevūr,” 9 and two dated inscriptions recording land grants to Jain 
temples there in 1054 and 1063 suggest a concentration of resources in the city.10  The later 
inscription, which records the foundation of a new basadi (Jain temple), also links some of the 
individuals involved in the temple’s establishment with the Hoysaḷa dynasty, informing its reader 
that the basadi was made (māḍida) by a mason named Māṇika-Poysaḷācāri, son of Poysaḷācāri, 
and subsequently given over to “Poysaḷa’s guru,” Guṇasena-paṇḍitadēva of Muḷḷūr.11  
 The active presence in Sosavūr of a lineage of craftsmen who adopted the Hoysaḷa name 
and the Hoysaḷa king’s own guru points to the significance of that city to the royal family, at the 
time of the new basadi’s foundation.  In the very same year, however (Śaka 984 or 1062/3 C.E.), 
Vinayāditya had already begun to turn his attention to Dōrasamudra, where he sponsored the 
construction of a sluice and dam for the city’s reservoir.12  The inscription that records this act of 
patronage states that Vinayāditya was ruling the kingdom while staying in Dōrasamudra, 
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8 EC (OS) VII, Hl. 1 of 1055 C.E. records a grant made by Hoysaḷadēvi, queen of the Cāḷukya Trailōkyamalla 
(Sōméśvara I, r. 1043–1068) in Kalyāṇa, to a temple in Honnāḷi.  Many Hoysaḷa inscriptions from the 1040s to the 
early 12th century open with a statement of allegiance to the reigning Cāḷukya monarch.
9 EC (NS) 11, Cm. 210 [EC (OS) VI, Cm. 160], from Sindhagiri.  
10 EC (NS) 11, Mg. 21, 25 [EC (OS) VI, Mg. 9, 13].
11 EC (NS) 11, Mg. 25 [EC (OS) Mg. 13], esp. ll. 22-23, 28-29.
12 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 338 (MAR 1929, no. 12).  See below for further discussion of Vinayāditya’s patronage of the 
reservoir at Dōrasamudra.
suggesting that the city had by then already begun to gain the status of a royal capital.13  
Together, these two inscriptions of Śaka 984, from Sosavūr and Dōrasamudra, provide evidence 
for what may be the earliest instance in Hoysaḷa history of the king’s movement between 
multiple capital cities.  Such a plurality of royal cities was strategic to the expansion of territory, 
establishing a Hoysaḷa presence in the new regions over which the polity claimed authority.  It 
appears that by the 1060s Vinayāditya and his advisors had set their sights on the lowland region 
just east of Sosavūr — which would become the heartland of the Hoysaḷa state — and had 
selected the site of Dōrasamudra as a suitable place for a royal capital.  Near the end of 
Vinayāditya’s reign, in 1097/8, the king sponsored the construction of another sluice for 
Dōrasamudra’s main reservoir, an indication of his commitment to the city.14  Although the 
corpus of Hoysaḷa inscriptions situates Vinayāditya and his co-ruler — the crown-prince 
(yuvarāja) Eṟeyaṅga — in many cities between the 1060s and 1090s, Vinayāditya’s personal 
involvement in the development of Dōrasamudra’s tank at both the beginning and end of this 
period suggests that he took a particular interest in that city.  
 Another factor that indicates Dōrasamudra’s development as the primary capital of the 
growing Hoysaḷa state between the 1060s and 1090s is the interest that other kings took in the 
city.  During the second half of this period, most likely between the late 1080s and early 1090s, 
an army led by the Paramāra king Jagaddēva (r. ca. 1086–1094) attacked Dōrasamudra, which 
perhaps he viewed as the most important city of his Hoysaḷa enemy.  Jagaddēva’s offensive was 
probably meant to avenge an assault on the Paramāra capital of Dhārā (in present-day Mādhya 
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13 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 338, ll. 2-3.  This inscription does not explicitly call Dōrasamudra a rājadhāni or nelevīḍu, but the 
statement that Vinayāditya was ruling the kingdom from there clearly indicates that it served as a royal residence in 
some capacity by that time.
14 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 341 (MAR 1937, no. 33).  I will discuss this inscription in greater detail in the next section of this 
chapter.
Pradesh) led twenty years earlier by the Hoysaḷa yuvarāja Eṟeyaṅga at the behest of the Cāḷukya 
emperor Sōmēśvara II (r. 1068–1076).  When Jagaddēva attacked Dōrasamudra, Vikramāditya 
VI (r. 1076–1126) had become the Cāḷukya overlord of both the Hoysaḷas and the Paramāras, and 
he seems to have approved of the action in order to curb the growing strength of the Hoysaḷas.15  
Later Hoysaḷa inscriptions recount how the brothers Ballāḷa and Viṣṇuvardhana, Hoysaḷa princes 
who would later become kings, fended off the Paramāra invaders, protecting the capital.16
 To the reader with some knowledge of Hoysaḷa history, my account of the dynasty and its 
capitals thus far may appear to have made a significant omission, for it is commonly believed 
that Bēlūr, 15 km. southwest of Haḷēbīḍ and site of the celebrated Cenna-Kēśava temple 
(consecrated as the Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa in 1117 C.E.),17  served as the Hoysaḷa capital after the 
family shifted from Sosavūr and before they moved to Dōrasamudra.18  Perhaps Bēlūr’s 
geographical location between the other two cities has contributed to the belief that it came 
second in the succession of Hoysaḷa capitals, but the inscriptional record does not support this 
hypothesis.  Whereas Vinayāditya invested in the development of Dōrasamudra’s waterworks 
and is said to have been ruling from the city as early as 1062/3, inscriptions predating the 12th 
century are entirely absent from Bēlūr.19  The city was clearly on the Hoysaḷa map by the late 
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15 Ganguly 1933-34 (EI 22, no. 11).  Derrett 1957, pp. 28, 36-37.
16 The brothers’ heroic feat is related in inscriptions recording the establishment of Dōrasamudra’s Hoysaḷēśvara 
temple and Bēlūr’s Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa temple {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 261 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 147], EC (NS) 9, Bl 16 [EC (OS) 
V, Bl. 58]}, and in other records.  I will further discuss these two inscriptions in chapter 3.  For a list of other 
Hoysaḷa references to the event, see Ganguly 1933-34, p. 59.  Jagaddēva’s own account of the event does not claim 
victory, but neither does it admit defeat, suggestively emphasizing instead the many Hoysaḷa soldiers killed by 
Paramāra forces at Dōrasamudra [see Ganguly 1933-34, pp. 55, 62 (from EI 22, no. 11, v. 9 / ll. 11-13)].
17 EC (NS) 9, Bl 16 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 58].
18 See, for instance, Coelho (1950, pp. 41-42); Derrett (1957, p. 34).  This sequence of capital cities is repeated in 
most summaries of Hoysaḷa history.
19 Bēlūr’s inscriptions are published in EC (NS) 9, Bl. 1-181.
11th century, however, for an inscription from the village Kedagigere (Kadūr Tk.) that dates to 
1096 refers to Vinayāditya and the yuvarāja Eṟeyaṅga ruling the kingdom from Bēlūr.20  This 
inscription postdates Jagaddēva’s attack on Dōrasamudra by just a few years, and it is possible 
that Bēlūr gained prominence as a royal city while Dōrasamudra was recovering from damages 
incurred during the Paramāras’ military onslaught.  Whether or not a need for reconstruction at 
Dōrasamudra contributed to the rise of Bēlūr, both cities seem to have had the status of a royal 
capital around the turn of the 12th century.  While Vinayāditya’s patronage of the second sluice 
at Dōrasamudra in 1097/8 indicates the king’s return to that city, an inscription dated 1103 states 
that his grandson, Ballāḷa I, was at that time ruling from the capital (rājadhāni) of Beluhūra-
bīḍu.21  
 Relatively few inscriptions from the short reign of Ballāḷa I (ca. 1100–1108) indicate the 
king’s specific city of residence, but those from the reign of his brother Viṣṇuvardhana (ca. 
1108–1142) are plentiful and place the king at many locations within his growing kingdom.  
Together with his generals and courtiers, Viṣṇuvardhana oversaw a significant expansion of 
Hoysaḷa territory and power; the Hoysaḷa elite of this period also invested in the development of 
a new temple style for which the dynasty is still remembered.22  A major turning point in 
Viṣṇuvardhana’s reign was the defeat the Cōḻas at Taḷakāḍu, the former capital of the Western 
Gaṅgas, in 1116 C.E.  To commemorate this victory, the following year Viṣṇuvardhana 
consecrated the Kīrti-Nārāyaṇa (“Nārāyaṇa of glory”) temple at Taḷakāḍu and the Vijaya-
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20 EC (OS) VI, Kd. 142.
21 EC (NS) 11, Cm. 210 [EC (OS) VI, Cm. 160], from Sindhagiri.  I have also cited this inscription above for 
evidence that Vinayāditya and Keḷeyabbarasi were reigning from Sosavūr in 1048.  The portion dated 1103 is a 
second record inscribed on the same slab.
22 See chapter 3 for further discussion of the developments in temple architecture and sculpture during the reign of 
Viṣṇuvardhana.
Nārāyaṇa (“Nārāyaṇa of victory”) temple at Bēlūr.23  Both cities — along with Dōrasamudra — 
evidently functioned as capitals for Viṣṇuvardhana, for inscriptions issued in the years 
surrounding these events mention him ruling from all three places of royal residence.24  While 
Taḷakāḍu served as a provincial capital for Viṣṇuvardhana’s southern territories and, after his 
northern conquests in the 1130s, Baṅkāpura was a northern regional capital,25  Dōrasamudra and 
Bēlūr were neighboring capital cities in the heart of Hoysaḷa country.  The monumental temples 
constructed in both places during the reign of Viṣṇuvardhana — about which we will see more in 
chapter 3 — further enhanced the status of Dōrasamudra and Bēlūr, projecting and reinforcing 
their identities as the foremost cities of the kingdom.  
 Although Bēlūr remained an important locale throughout the Hoysaḷa period — 
especially as a Śrīvaiṣṇava center, with the rise and expansion of the Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa temple 
compound — and even eclipsed Dōrasamudra in prominence after the dynasty’s fall from power 
in the mid-14th century,26  by the 1130s it appears that Dōrasamudra was recognized by many as 
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23 For the Taḷakāḍu Kīrti-Nārāyaṇa: EC (NS) 5, TN 151 [EC (OS) XIV, TN 191]; MAR 1932, pp. 3-7.  For the Bēlūr 
Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa: EC (NS) 9, Bl 16 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 58]; Narasimhachar 1919; MAR 1931, pp. 4-46. 
24 For example, Viṣṇuvardhana is said to be ruling from Dōrasamudra in 1113 {EC (NS) 8, Hn. 36 [EC (OS) V, Hn. 
149)]}; from both Taḷakāḍu and Kōḷālapura in 1116 {EC (NS) 4, Ch. 2 [EC (OS) IV, Ch. 83]}; from Bēlūr 
(Vēḷāpura) in March 1117 {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 16 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 58]}; from Dōrasamudra in December 1117 {EC 
(NS) 9, Bl. 327 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 116]}; from Dōrasamudra in 1120 {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 261 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 147]}; from 
Bēlūr in 1122 {EC (NS) 8, Hn. 167 [EC (OS) V, Hn. 116]}; from Taḷakāḍu in 1122/23 {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 185 [EC 
(OS) V, Bl. 185]}; and so on.
25 Coelho 1950, pp. 87, 89, 92-93; Derrett 1957, pp. 64, 66-68.  EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 124] of 1133 
C.E. records Viṣṇuvardhana’s presence in Baṅkāpura after a military victory (see chapter 4 for further comments on 
this inscription).  EC (NS) 10, Ak. 244 [EC (OS) V, Ak. 144] of 1136/37 C.E. states that Viṣṇuvardhana by then had 
capital cities “at Baṅkāpura on that side, at Taḷavanapura [i.e., Taḷakāḍu] on this side” (from ll. 3-4: 
śrīmadviṣṇuvarddha/nadēvaratta baṃkāpuravitta taḷavanapuramaṃ rājadhānigaḷāge…).  Significantly, this 
inscription also mentions Viṣṇuvardhana’s performance of the Tulāpuruṣa ritual, in which a king donates a quantity 
of gold equal to the weight of his body.  The inscription’s reference to the capital cities at either extreme of 
Viṣṇuvardhana’s territory is consistent with the statement of imperium that this ritual entails.  On the Tulāpuruṣa and 
other rituals of kingship, see Inden 1978/1998 (esp. p. 55).  
26 These points, which are widely recognized, are supported by the inscriptions from Bēlūr [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 1-181].
the primary capital of the Hoysaḷas, a status it would retain through the fluctuations of the 
following centuries, during which various regional capitals were gained or lost.  The foundation 
inscription of the Vijaya-Pārśvanātha temple there, dated 1133, calls Dōrasamudra the “greatest 
of capital cities” (rājadhānigaḷoḷoppava).27  The phrase śrīmad-rājadhāni dōrasamudra — “the 
illustrious capital city, Dōrasamudra” — also begins to appear with increasing frequency in 
inscriptions dated around this time; it would soon become formulaic in Hoysaḷa documents, 
particularly with reference to the king’s presence there.28  Military expeditions took 
Viṣṇuvardhana to many of the Hoysaḷas’ provincial seats of power, but inscriptions place him at 
Dōrasamudra again in 1135-36.29 
 The shape of the city changed dramatically during Viṣṇuvardhana’s reign period, with the 
construction of the Hoysaḷēśvara, Pārśvanātha, and many other temples,30 presumably along with 
other buildings that neither survive nor were documented in permanent materials.  By the time of 
Viṣṇuvardhana’s death in 1142 Dōrasamudra was still rapidly developing, but the temples that 
had been constructed over the previous 25 years invested it with a monumentality that projected 
a scale of prestige suitable to the Hoysaḷas’ political ambitions.31  Although still nominally 
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27 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 124], l. 52.  The editors of EC (NS) translate the phrase, “the great capital city 
among the capitals” (p. 760).  I will discuss this temple and its foundation inscription in chapter 4.
28 Among surviving inscriptions from Dōrasamudra, EC (NS) 9, Bl. 340 (MAR 1937, no. 32) of 1140 is among the 
first to use the phrase (l. 26).  EC (NS) 9, Bl. 106 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 17; now at Bēlūr but recording the foundation of a 
temple at Dōrasamudra] of 1136 employs a modification of this phrase that brings in the Hoysaḷas’ self-styling as 
Yādavas (descendants of Yadu): śrīmad-yādava-rājadhāni dōrasamudra (l. 73).  Inscriptions from other sites use 
the phrase as well; it is extremely common in Hoysaḷa inscriptions after the reign of Viṣṇuvardhana.
29 For example, EC (NS) 9, Bl. 436 of 1135; Bl. 328 of 1136 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 170, 117 respectively].
30 See chapter 3 for the Hoysaḷēśvara temple and chapter 4 for the Pārśvanātha basadi.  Other temples recorded in 
Dōrasamudra during the reign of Viṣṇuvardhana include the Bāntēśvara temple (1117), Māṇikēśvara temple (1136), 
Viṣṇuvardhana Jinālaya (1136), Kusumēśvara temple (1139), Nakara Jinālaya (reign-period of Viṣṇuvardhana), and 
a temple on the eastern wasteweir of the large tank (1140): EC (NS) 9, Bl. 327, 328, 106, 333, 403, 340 [EC (OS) V, 
Bl. 116, 117, 17, 236; EC (OS) XV, Bl. 335; MAR 1937, no. 32].
31 In chapter 3, I will discuss the connection between these temples and the prestige of both the city and the polity.
subject to Cāḷukya suzerainty, Viṣṇuvardhana and other members of the Hoysaḷa elite by and 
large represented their polity as sovereign, both in the texts of inscriptions they commissioned 
and through their conquests of other kingdoms, the territories of which they won not for the 
Cāḷukya king in Kalyāṇa but for the Hoysaḷas of Dōrasamudra.
 Viṣṇuvardhana’s successor, Nārasiṃha I (r. 1142–1173), seems to have spent much of his 
time in residence at Dōrasamudra, though he too traveled between different cities.32  Inscriptions 
emphasize his interest in cultural pursuits and he seems to have been less militarily inclined than 
Viṣṇuvardhana.33  During his reign the borders claimed by the kingdom contracted but the 
development of Dōrasamudra went on.  In addition to the construction of new buildings, work 
continued on at least some of the monumental temples that were initiated during the reign of 
Viṣṇuvardhana.34  An inscription on the lintel of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s southern entrance not 
only indicates that the doorway was a Nārasiṃha-I-period addition but also names an artist (one 
Kēdārōja) who is said to have been the sculptor of king Nārasiṃha.35  While artists were surely 
employed by the royal house during the reigns of other Hoysaḷa monarchs — indeed, we have 
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32 For overviews of his reign, see Coelho 1950, pp. 115-132, and Derrett 1957, pp. 70-79.
33 For instance, EC (NS) 9, Bl. 268 [EC (OS) V & XV, Bl. 93] (Nārasiṃha I reign period, undated) describes the 
king as “interested in poetry and stories” and records his generosity to the sumptuously dressed courtiers assembled 
before him at court, after he had been “pleased . . . by vocal and instrumental music” (translation p. 701).  EC (NS) 
9, Bl. 317 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 114] of 1173 praises Nārasiṃha’s mastery over the arts before describing his military 
prowess (a rhetorical obligation for a king’s praśasti).  Exceptionally for Hoysaḷa inscriptions, it also draws attention 
to the king’s beauty, associating aspects of his bodily perfection, such as his broad shoulders, with military success; 
and emphasizes his success in both musical performance and romantic pursuits with women from various regions.  
Regarding the latter, the text presents Nārasiṃha’s romantic conquests as a parallel to his military conquests; the 
inscription merits further study for the attitudes it expresses about sexuality and gender.
34 The foundation inscription of the Gaḷagēśvara temple (1173) refers to the rule of Nārasiṃha I {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 317 
[EC (OS) V, Bl. 114]}; other temples without dated foundation inscriptions may also date to his reign period.  See 
chapter 3 for further discussion about ongoing work at temples begun during the reign of Viṣṇuvardhana.
35 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 275 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 239].  Kēdārōja himself is not said to have made the lintel on which this 
inscription appears; rather another artist, Kāḷidāsi, is said to have made the lintel for him.  See chapter 3 for further 
comments.
already met with the Poysaḷācāri lineage in 11th-century Sosavūr, and the name Hoysaḷācārya or 
Hoysaḷācāri appears in inscriptions throughout the 12th and 13th centuries36 — rarely do we see 
an inscription that explicitly identifies a specific artist as the employee of a specific king.  The 
fact that Kēdārōja is identified as the sculptor of Nārasiṃha I is another indication, 
supplementing the claims made in the eulogizing verses of other inscriptions, that the king 
placed a priority on cultural and aesthetic interests.
 Nārasiṃha’s son, Ballāḷa II (r. 1173–1220), was more militarily aggressive and seems to 
have begun his reign by forcing his father from the throne.37  After his coronation in 
Dōrasamudra,38 Ballāḷa spent much of his reign engaged in military campaigns, in an effort to 
increase the dynasty’s political power and territorial claims.  With the disintegration of the 
Cāḷukya polity in 1189, the Hoysaḷas became a fully independent kingdom, as did other former 
Cāḷukya feudatories.  Ballāḷa fought the Seūṇas (also called Yādavas) of Dēvagiri (ca. 843–
1334), who had brought down the common overlord, and by 1192 he had established Hoysaḷa 
control as far north as the regional capital Lōkkiguṇḍi (Lakkuṇḍi) and nearby Gadag, where he 
made a donation to the famous Trikūṭēśvara temple.39  He was also involved in temple patronage 
within Dōrasamudra, sponsoring the construction of the Kēdārēśvara temple there.40  Although 
the inscriptional record places Ballāḷa in many regional capitals during his reign, his direct 
involvement in the establishment of a new temple in Dōrasamudra suggests that that city 
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36 See Collyer 1990, pp. 78-80, 189-190, 200.
37 Derrett 1957, pp. 77-79, 224.
38 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 329 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 118].  See chapter 5 for further discussion of Ballāḷa II’s coronation.
39 Lüders in EI VI (1900-01), pp. 89-97; Fleet in IA II (1873).  See chapter 5 for further discussion.  The inscription 
calls the city by the name Kratuka, but the name Gadag — still the name of the city today — appears in other 
inscriptions of the Hoysaḷa period {e.g., EC (NS) 9, Bl. 88 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 51]}.
40 See chapter 5.
remained the Hoysaḷas’ primary capital.  While it was not unusual for a king to support temples 
built by others through donations of land and by exempting the temple institution from taxes, 
inscriptional references that credit the Hoysaḷa king with the establishment of a new temple are 
much less common.41  The Kēdārēśvara temple inscription, in fact, references the patronage of 
two kings, for in 1221/2 C.E. the newly crowned Nārasiṃha II (r. 1220–1234/5), along with his 
mother, queen Padmaladēvi, made a grant to support the temple that Ballāḷa II had built with 
another queen.42
 Before the end of Ballāḷa II’s reign the Hoysaḷas had again lost parts of their northern 
territories to the Sēuṇas,43 and although the regions to the north of the kingdom’s core remained 
of interest, the royal house became increasingly involved in the politics of the Tamiḻ country to 
the southeast.  Marriage alliances between the Hoysaḷas and the Cōḻas, former enemies, began 
during the reign of Ballāḷa II, and beginning in the 1220s the Hoysaḷas gained Tamiḻ territories 
within the region of their new Cōḻa allies.44  By ca. 1226 the yuvarāja Sōmēśvara was ruling 
from Vikramapura (also called Kaṇṇānūr), the capital he established just north of the Tamiḻ 
pilgrimage site of Śrīraṅgam.45  Even after assuming sovereignty over the Hoysaḷa kingdom 
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41 We have already seen that Viṣṇuvardhana is credited with sponsoring the foundation of the Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa 
temple at Bēlūr and the Kīrti-Nārāyaṇa at Taḷakāḍu in ca. 1117.  These acts of patronage indicate the importance of 
those two cities to Viṣṇuvardhana at that time.  Below, I will address the sponsorship of another temple by the king 
Sōmēśvara (r. ca. 1234/5–1255) at a different capital, Vikramapura or Kaṇṇānūr.
42 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 115].  I discuss this inscription in greater detail in chapter 5.
43 An inscription at the Gadag Trikūṭēśvara temple, to which Ballāḷa had made a donation in 1193, indicates that by 
1213 the Sēuṇas once again had control over that city (IA II, 1873, no. 1, p. 297).  
44 See Venkataraman 1950, pp. 9-14; Derrett 1957, pp. 106-116; Surendra Rao 1972.
45 As Coelho explains (citing Hultzsch 1894-95 in EI III, pp. 10-11), Sōmēśvara seems to have been granted 
authority over the Hoysaḷas’ Tamiḻ territories as yuvarāja in 1226 and to have assumed kingship over the whole 
kingdom in 1234/5, after the death of Nārasiṃha II (Coelho 1950, pp. 184-5).  The copper plates of Sōmēśvara kept 
within the Government Museum of Bangalore (1253 C.E.) credit the king with the earlier foundation of 
Vikramapura/Kaṇṇānūr [EC (OS) IX, Bn. 6].
around 1234/5, Sōmēśvara seems to have resided frequently at his Tamiḻ capital.46  His 
establishment of the Poysaḷīśvaram temple there — the name being a Tamiḻization of 
“Hoysaḷēśvara” — further indicates the importance with which Sōmēśvara regarded 
Vikramapura/Kaṇṇānūr as a Hoysaḷa capital.47  Dōrasamudra seems to have remained the 
primary capital of the Hoysaḷas’ central homeland, however, for Sōmēśvara is said to have been 
ruling from the city at several points throughout his reign.48 
 In about 1255 C.E., Sōmēśvara appointed two of his sons to rule separate portions of the 
kingdom from the two primary capitals.49  While Nārasiṃha III (r. ca. 1255–1292) presided over 
the Hoysaḷas’ core region and northern territories from Dōrasamudra, his half-brother Rāmanātha 
(r. ca. 1255–1295) oversaw the Tamiḻ territories, first from Kaṇṇānūr then from Kuṇḍani, closer 
to the present-day border of Karṇāṭaka.50  In Dōrasamudra, Nārasiṃha seems to have been 
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46 See Coelho 1950, p. 186; Derrett 1957, pp. 117-128; Surendra Rao 1972.  As Surendra Rao notes, Derrett 
overstates the point, claiming that Sōmēśvara neglected Dōrasamudra.  This was not the case, as inscriptions 
attesting to Sōmēśvara’s frequent presence in Dōrasamudra attest (Surendra Rao 1972, p. 130).
47 Two inscriptions from the Jambukēśvara temple in nearby Tiruvānaikkōvil provide information about 
Sōmēśvara’s patronage of the Poysaḷīśvaram temple, which he is said to have constructed for the merit of his mother 
(Annual Report of Epigraphy, Madras, nos. 18 and 20 of 1891, cited by Venkataraman 1950, p. 74, and 
Balasubrahmanyam 1979, p. 411).
48 See Surendra Rao 1972, p. 130.
49 See Derrett 1957, pp. 127-128; Surendra Rao 1972, pp. 133-134.  Surendra Rao cites the inscription now 
published as EC (NS) 9, Bl. 390 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 125; from Dōrasamudra’s Pārśvanātha basadi] to claim that 
Nārasiṃha III was enthroned by the end of 1254 C.E., but this inscription refers to the kingdom of Sōmēśvara and 
explicitly calls Nārasiṃha a prince (kumāra).  Another inscription, also from Dōrasamudra’s Pārśvanātha basadi and 
dating to February 1255 C.E., still calls Nārasiṃha kumāra {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 391 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 126]}.  Derrett (p. 
128) distinguishes these from an inscription of April 1255 referring to Nārasiṃha’s rule from Dōrasamudra, though I 
have not found sources that cross-reference the same inscription (Derret provides no citation).  Hultzsch (1894-95) 
published a series of inscriptions that show Rāmanātha’s accession to have been in June or July 1255 (EI III, p. 10).  
Sōmēśvara evidently retained co-rulership for some time, for an inscription of 1256 refers to his rule from Kaṇṇānūr 
{EC (NS) 10, Ak. 205 [EC (OS) V, Ak. 166], cited by Surendra Rao, p. 134}.
50 The region around Kaṇṇānūr and Śrīraṅgam was contested by the Pāṇḍya dynasty of southern Tamiḻ Nāḍu (ca. 6th 
century – 1335).  Interpretations of the inscriptional record are not consistent, but it seems that sometime during the 
1270s Rāmanātha lost Kaṇṇānūr and shifted his capital northwest to Kuṇḍani (present-day Dēvarkuṇḍani, Hosūr 
Tk.) (see Venkataraman 1950, pp. 24-28; Coelho 1950, pp.  210-213; Derrett 1957, pp. 140-141).
particularly involved in the support of Jain temples, making gifts to the temple of Pārśvanātha 
while still a prince (1254–55) and participating in the consecration of the Trikūṭa-Ratnatraya-
Śāntinātha Jinālaya, to which he also donated a group of villages (1265).51  His forces clashed 
with his brother’s on numerous occasions, however, as Rāmanātha attempted to push his frontier 
westward and Nārasiṃha maintained claim over what he represented as the true Hoysaḷa 
kingdom of his ancestors.52  Conflict between the two Hoysaḷa factions continued into the reigns 
of the two kings’ successors, Ballāḷa III (r. 1292–1343) from Dōrasamudra, and Viśvanātha (r. ca. 
1294–1301) from Kuṇḍani.  At the end of 1301, a few years after the last surviving record issued 
in Viśvanātha’s name, Ballāḷa III assumed authority over his family’s Tamiḻ lands and the 
Hoysaḷa kingdom was once again under the rule of a single king.53
 During the reign of Ballāḷa III, the boundaries and strength of Hoysaḷa power fluctuated 
greatly as the dynasty focused on its southern territories, and as other polities to the north began 
to gain strength.  Already during the reign of Nārasiṃha III the northern boundary of the Hoysaḷa 
kingdom was retreating southward, and in 1276 Dōrasamudra itself was threatened when Sēuṇa 
forces besieged the city.54  They were driven away, but thirty-five years later another attack on 
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51 Pārśvanātha basadi: EC (NS) 9, Bl. 390-391 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 125-126].  Trikūṭa-Ratnatraya-Śāntinātha Jinālaya: 
EC (NS) 9, Bl. 321 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 342].  See chapter 4 for further discussion.
52 See, for instance, EC (NS) 9, Bl. 170 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 74], of 1261 C.E., in which Nārasiṃha III claims to be “in 
his own (svakīya) Hoysaḷa domain (maṇḍaḷa), possessing the plentiful kingdom (rājya) of his forefathers, 
established with love by his father, residing at his own (nija) capital called Dhōrasamudra, a complete refuge for 
Lakṣmī’s grace” (svakīyahoysaḷamaṃḍaḷē nikhiḷalakṣmīviḷāsāśra / yāṃ svajanakaprēmapratiṣṭhāpitaprājya-
rājyasāpadā dhōra / samudrākhyāṃ nijarājadhānīmadhivasan ||) (ll. 79-81; translation revised from EC (NS) 9, p. 
634).  Coelho (1950, p. 213), cites this inscription along with EC (NS) 10, Cp. 72 [EC (OS) V, Cp. 206], referring to 
battle between Nārasiṃha III and Rāmanātha, as evidence that Rāmanātha was already attempting to take 
Dōrasamudra at that time.  Whether that is the case is uncertain, but it is undisputed that Nārasiṃha III and 
Rāmanātha fought over the Hoysaḷa homeland.  See also Coelho 1950, pp. 210-216; Derrett 1957, pp. 132-144.
53 Venkataraman 1950, pp. 28-29; Coelho 1950, p. 217; Derrett pp. 144, 146.
54 The events are recorded in a hero stone from Kaṭṭesōmanahaḷḷi: EC (NS) 9, Bl. 431 [EC (OS) V Bl, 165].
the capital was more successful.  An army from the Khaljī sultanate of Delhi (1290–1320), led by 
the general Malik Kāfūr, besieged and raided Dōrasamudra in 1311, after having conquered the 
Sēuṇa capital of Dēvagiri.  In order to retain his position as king, Ballāḷa agreed to recognize 
Khaljī suzerainty and to help Malik Kāfūr travel through Tamiḻ Nāḍu to the Pāṇḍya capital of 
Madura, the legendary wealth of which was a major objective of the sultanate’s southern 
campaign.55
 Although some historians have attributed the fall of the Hoysaḷas and the destruction of 
Dōrasamudra to the Khaljī invasion of the capital, inscriptions show that both the dynasty and 
the city lasted well beyond the year 1311.  A record of 1316 refers to Ballāḷa III “having built 
[his] residence in Dōrasamudra,” construction that perhaps involved repairs after damage caused 
by the Khaljī forces, and inscriptions dating through the end of the 1330s locate him in the city.56  
The king’s investment in the palace at Dōrasamudra as late as 1316 indicates the continued 
significance of the city as a seat of Hoysaḷa power, but around the same time Ballāḷa had begun 
to turn attention to his Tamiḻ capital of Aruṇasamudra (also called Uṇṇāmale), which has been 
identified with the Śaiva pilgrimage site of Tiruvaṇṇāmalai.  An inscription recording a donation 
he made to the temple at Tiruvaṇṇāmalai in 1317 states that he was in residence at the capital 
(rājadhāni) of Aruṇasamudra at that time,57  and inscriptions dating from this time until his death 
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55 See Coelho 1950, pp. 229-234; Derrett 1957, pp. 149-156, 231-233; Jackson 1999, pp. 201-202, 206-209.
56 EC (NS) 7, Md. 60 [EC (OS) III, Md. 100], from ll. 2-3: dōrasamuradalu ne/lebīḍaṃ kaṭṭi.  See also Coelho 
1950, pp. 236; Derrett 1957, p. 156.  Coelho (1950, p. 239) cites inscriptions up to 1338 C.E. referring to Ballāḷa’s 
residing in Dōrasamudra {EC (NS) 10, Ak. 189 [EC (OS) V, Ak. 183]; see also EC (OS) IX, Bn. 117 of 1339 C.E.}.
57 Srinivasan and Reiniche 1990, no. 301 (pp. 387-392).  The wording is intriguingly close to that of the inscription 
of Nārasiṃha III cited in n. 52 above, and states that Ballāḷa was “residing in his own capital called Aruṇasamudra,” 
located “in his own Hōsaḷa domain.”  Srinivasan and Reiniche (1990, p. 387) transliterate lines 2-3 of the 
Tiruvaṇṇāmaḷai inscription thus: Sōyam samasta-prāasti-sahita śrī-vallāla-mahīpāla˙ svakīya hōsaḷa-
maṇḍalenila(ja) lakṣmī-nivās-āśrayām svajanaka-prēma=pratiṣṭhāpita-prājya-rājya-sāpada-
Aruṇa[sa]mudrākhyām nijarājadhānīm = adhivasat || 
in 1343 frequently locate him there.58  Another capital during this time was known as 
Virūpākṣapura or Hōsavīḍu/Hōsadurga; its location is uncertain, though some have identified it 
with Vijayanagara, the city that became the region’s center of power between the mid-14th and 
mid-16th centuries.59  After the 1330s the Hoysaḷas seem not to have had much of a presence at 
Dōrasamudra; it may not even have been a capital city for the final Hoysaḷa king, Ballāḷa IV (r. 
ca. 1340–1346).  
 The political status of Dōrasamudra in the decades following the 1330s may be 
ambiguous, but life continued in the city and donors sponsored festivals and daily worship at the 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple throughout the second half of the 14th century.60  A fragmentary inscription 
from nearby Kaṭṭēsōmanahaḷḷi refers to the presence of a king and his army at Dōrasamudra in 
1411,61 but the next known inscription from the site of Dōrasamudra itself dates to 1638 C.E.62  
By that time, the town was called “Haḷēbīḍu,” 63 and the capital of the locally governing Nāyakas 
(ca. 1506–1799) was located at Bēlūr.  Active communities remained in the former Hoysaḷa 
capital, however, and additions made to the surviving Jain temples and to temples in northern 
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58 Coelho 1950, p. 239; Derrett 1957, pp. 164, 170-173.  In addition to Coelho’s citations, see, e.g., EC (OS) IX, Cp. 
73 and Ck. 4, both of 1318 C.E. 
59 Kulke 1985/1993 provides a historiography of the divergent arguments about the foundation of Vijayanagara and, 
drawing on the work of Vasundhara Filliozat, argues in favor of its identification with Ballāḷa III’s Virupākṣapura 
(see esp. Kulke 1985/1993, p. 219).  See also Coelho 1950 (pp. 229, 239, 247-250), who argues in favor of the city’s 
identification with Vijayanagara, and Derrett 1957 (p. 164), who argues against it.
60 See EC (NS) 9, Bl. 270 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 95], dated 1355; and EC (NS) 9, Bl. 271-272 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 96-97], 
both dated 1382.
61 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 436 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 170].
62 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 393 [EC (OS) V, Bl 128], from Bastihaḷḷi, located in front of the Pārśvanātha basadi.  EC (NS) 9, 
Bl. 359 (MAR 1940, no. 21), recording a gift to Hoysaḷēśvara, is published as “seem[ing] to belong to the 15th 
century” [EC (NS) 9, p. 330], but in the introduction to EC (NS) 9 the editors argue that the date of the record, 
previously thought to be unverifiable, corresponds to 12 January 1337 C.E. [EC (NS) 9, p. cxxv].
63 The name Haḷēbīḍu seems to have gained currency even earlier, for an inscription in Bēlūr, dating to 1557 C.E., 
refers to a village in haḷēbīḍa-sthaḷa {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 148 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 28]}.
Haḷēbīḍ attest to the initiative and resources of those communities to construct and expand their 
ritual buildings.  The Hoysaḷa dynasty in whose name the city had been built no longer had a 
presence there, but Dōrasamudra — and eventually Haḷēbīḍu — continued to develop and 
change according to the needs, means, and choices of its changing populations and communities.
Building a Capital at Dōrasamudra
 Little is known about the character of Dōrasamudra before the Hoysaḷas chose the 
location for their capital city.  An inscription from the southern part of the site, dated 954 C.E., 
suggests the presence of a Jain community there at that time and refers to a basadi,64 but so far 
no vestiges are known to survive from the built environment of this period.  Certainly the hill 
known today as Beṇṇe Guḍḍa (“Butter Hill”) would have been a prominent feature in the 
landscape then, as it is now (maps 3–4a, figs. 1.3, 2.5).  Considering its centrality to the southern 
part of the fortified zone — and its proximity to the palace, which I will address below — the hill 
may even have been a factor in the Hoysaḷas’ decision to locate their capital there.  Its 
significance between the 11th and 14th centuries is not yet clear, but in addition to its strategic 
potential as a vantage point from which to survey the surrounding landscape (see fig. 1.2), the 
hill may have carried sacred associations that attracted its new settlers.65  Many of the hills 
surrounding the city have been associated with particular deities at least since the Hoysaḷa 
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64 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 388 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 123].  This inscription now stands outside the Pārśvanātha basadi but was 
originally found near the post-Hoysaḷa Lakkaṇṇa-Vīraṇṇa temple, located just outside the southeastern gateway of 
the Hoysaḷa-period fort walls.  R. Narasimhachar had the inscription moved from its find-spot to the entrance 
gateway of the Pārśvanātha basadi in 1911 (MAR 1911, p. 9, para. 22).
65 In considering the possibility of Beṇṇe Guḍḍa’s sacred associations as a factor in the development of 
Dōrasamudra, comparison may be found with Vijayanagara, the hills of which played an important role in the layout 
of the 14th–16th-century city (see Malville and Fritz 1996; Malville 2001).  Wāraṅgal, capital of the Kākatīyas 
during the 13th and early 14th centuries, was named for the distinctive hill in the southeastern part of its inner 
fortified zone and may also be a fruitful comparison (see Michell 1992, p. 1 and fig. 2).  However, I am not aware of 
any detailed study of this hill’s sacred associations during the Kākatīya period.
period, as temple materials and inscriptions show.66  Two recent shrines on Beṇṇe Guḍḍa itself 
may also bear connections with earlier traditions.  Although the Āñjanēya at the summit 
postdates the Hoysaḷa period,67  the deities worshiped through the aniconic stones in the 
Bhūtēśvara shrine a short way down the western slope may be connected to longer standing 
beliefs relating some form of divinity to their location.  At present these matters remain 
speculative, but it is worth bearing in mind that when the Hoysaḷas chose the site of 
Dōrasamudra for their capital, Beṇṇe Guḍḍa and the surrounding hills may have contributed to 
the appeal of the place, not only for the natural defense they offer but potentially for the sacred 
power located within them.
 If hills form one of the most prominent features of Dōrasamudra’s landscape, bodies of 
water form another.  The name Dōrasamudra itself, which translates to “Ocean of Dōra,” speaks 
to the central importance of water for the city and its identity.  The fact that the earliest surviving 
Hoysaḷa inscription from the site documents the king Vinayāditya’s sponsorship of the 
construction and maintenance of a sluice and dam for the city’s main tank also indicates that a 
high priority was placed on the city’s water reservoirs.68  Vinayāditya’s sponsorship of a second 
sluice for the same tank thirty-five years later shows that this priority was ongoing, and the 
inscription recording the king’s later act of patronage underscores the significance of improving 
human access to and control over water.  Among the qualities ascribed to Vinayāditya in the 
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66 Srikantaiya (1918, pp. 189-191) and Krishna (in MAR 1930, pp. 53-54) list some of the surrounding hills.  Two 
hills with Hoysaḷa-period temple materials and inscriptions are Bairēdēvara Guḍḍa and Puṣpagiri, both located to 
Dōrasamudra’s immediate south {see MAR 1931, pp. 46-49; MAR 1947-56, pp. 38-39; EC (NS) 9, Bl. 552-556, 558 
[EC (OS) V, Bl. 186-190, 192]; EC (NS) 9, Bl. 440, 447 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 182; EC (OS) XV, Bl. 365]}.
67 M.H. Krishna estimated this image of Āñjanēya (Hanumān) to be ca. 17th-century in date (MAR 1930, p. 54).  
The worship of Āñjanēya in Karṇāṭaka itself postdates the Hoysaḷa period, beginning only in the 14th century 
(Verghese 1995, p. 91).  A larger Āñjanēya temple in northern Haḷēbīḍ also postdates the Hoysaḷa period.
68 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 338 (MAR 1929, no. 12) of 1062/3 C.E.  I have briefly discussed this inscription above, in this 
chapter’s historical account of the Hoysaḷa dynasty and their capitals.
panegyric that precedes the details documenting the construction of the sluice, the later 
inscription states: “all the holes [or streams] and all the pits have been made into tanks — in the 
Gaṅgavāḍi Ninety-six Thousand, the father of Eṟeyaṅga is said to be the most virtuous.” 69  The 
emphasis on transforming the landscape for improved human use speaks to the region’s broader 
ecological changes during the 11th century and throughout the Hoysaḷa period.  Numerous 
inscriptions issued in the territories claimed by the Hoysaḷas make reference to the construction 
of tanks and the development of arable land — including wet fields that could be used to grow 
paddy — from what had largely been forest.70  The cultivation of paddy formed an important part 
of southern India’s economy by the 11th century, and in the words of David Ludden, the crop 
“sustained denser populations and a higher proportion of non-cultivating elites.” 71  The main 
tank at Dōrasamudra probably existed in some form before the arrival of the Hoysaḷas72 — 
perhaps it was regarded as one of the waterholes to which the second inscription refers — but 
Vinayāditya’s improvement of that tank made it a suitable reservoir for the capital city of a 
dynasty that sought to participate in the dominant economy of their region and to support a 
population whose pursuits contributed to the elite status of their society.  
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69 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 341, from ll. 3-5: toṟeyanituṃ kuḷiyanituṃ keṟeyā/davu negaḷda toṃbattaṟusāsiradoḷaṃ 
bāppeṟeyaṃ/gana janakanantu dharmmigaḷoḷare ||  Translation adapted from EC (NS) 9, p. 741.
70 See Derrett 1957, p. 35; Settar 1992, vol. 1, pp. 26, 125, 269-70.  Among the inscriptions that document such 
transformations of the land, a notable example from Rannagaṭṭa, near Bēlūr, records the construction of a tank, the 
cultivation of wetland fields, and the construction of a temple in 1096 C.E. [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 484 (MAR 1926, no. 7)].
71 Ludden 1999, p. 72.
72 See Derrett (1957, p. 221) for a discussion of the name Dōra-samudra and its possible pre-Hoysaḷa origins.  
While Dōra has been shown to be a Kannaḍa variant of Dhruva, the name of the late 8th-century Rāṣṭrakūṭa king (r. 
ca. 780–794), Derrett suggests that another Dōra, named in two Gaṅga inscriptions dating to the turn of the 9th 
century, may be the figure connected with Dōrasamudra.
 Additional reservoirs also served the population of Dōrasamudra (maps 3–4a):  Along 
with the main reservoir, called hiriya-keṟe (“large tank” or “large reservoir”) in inscriptions73 and 
located just outside the central to southern part of the city’s eastern fort wall, there were 
reservoirs to the city’s southwest (today’s Kaṭṭēsōmanahaḷḷi tank), to the city’s north (today’s 
Bidarakere), and within the northwestern part of the fortified city (the smaller Tippanahaḷḷi tank).  
All would have supplied water for the population of the Hoysaḷa capital and for the fields and 
gardens cultivated in and around the city.  Many plots of land surrounding Dōrasamudra’s tanks 
were gifted to temples within the city, so that their produce could provide supplies and income 
for the temples’ operation and maintenance;74 others presumably served more quotidian purposes 
for the population of the capital.
 In addition to constructing and improving tanks, building fortification walls is likely to 
have been another priority when the Hoysaḷas made Dōrasamudra a royal capital in the mid-11th 
century.  Fragmentary today, Dōrasamudra’s fort walls were built of an earthen core faced with 
large, uneven stones, many of which are over 100 cm. in height and width; the breadth of some 
of these stones exceeds 150 cm. (figs. 2.1, 2.2).75  The traces of the wall, which are best 
preserved on the western side, encircle an irregularly shaped area extending approximately 2.25 
km. across at its widest points.  Rectangular bastions reinforcing the walls at regular intervals 
provided elevated platforms that could be used for defensive purposes, and a ditch or moat 
provided further protection.  L-shaped gateways located at various points along the perimeter of 
the fort wall gave access into and out of the city; their form also had a defensive function, 
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73 See, for instance, EC (NS) 9, Bl. 106, 261, 309, 314, 327, 340 [EC (OS) V/XV, Bl. 17, 147, 115, 326, 116; MAR 
1937, no. 32].
74 The inscriptions cited in the previous note record such donations.
75 Brief descriptions of the fort wall are provided in MAR 1930 (pp. 50, 52) and Deloche 2007 (pp. 63-64).
blocking any direct path of entry by attackers.76  Some of these elaborate entrances are indicated 
in the map produced by the survey team of Colin Mackenzie in July 1806, when the fort walls of 
Dōrasamudra were more intact than they are today (map 4a).77  Although the earliest known 
inscription from Dōrasamudra to refer to the city’s fort (kōṭe) dates to 1213 C.E.,78 it is probable 
that walls would have protected the city from the earliest years of Hoysaḷa residence.  Whether 
the walls were initially faced with the massive stones that remain today is not clear,79  but the 
attack on Dōrasamudra by Jagaddēva’s forces in the late 11th century would have provided 
ample incentive to reinforce whatever fortification had existed at that time.
 In addition to the monumental gateways that gave access to Dōrasamudra, a stone-lined 
tunnel in the southeastern portion of the fort wall, just under 100 meters to the southeast of the 
Kēdārēśvara temple, provided access from the city to the bank of the large reservoir (figs. 2.3, 
2.4).80  The tunnel has been identified as a secret passageway,81  but further research is needed 
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76 On 28 January 2009 Mr. Sarvanam and Mr. Aravazhi of the Archaeological Survey of India showed me the traces 
of one of these L-shaped fort entrances, located within the southern fort wall just to the west of the Lakkaṇṇa-
Vīraṇṇa temple (labeled “Suladavana” in the map reproduced in map 3).  This gateway appears on neither the 1806 
map nor the 1930 map; the total number of Hoysaḷa-period gateways in the fort wall is uncertain.
77 The separate fort wall surrounding the northeastern corner of Haḷēbīḍ, which this map represents, postdates the 
Hoysaḷa period.  Built within the Hoysaḷa-period fort wall, it delineates the village that remained in the area after the 
14th century.  J.S.F. Mackenzie called it “the modern fort” (1873, p. 8); Srikantaiya stated that the more recent wall 
was “built about A.D. 1406, by the Vijayanagar Prouḍharāya” but offered no support for this claim (1918, p. 192).  
At present the date of the newer fortification — which no longer surrounds the village — is uncertain.
78 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 314 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 326]. 
79 Joshi (1985) presents detailed descriptions of different types of fortification at various sites in northern Karṇāṭaka, 
some of which (as at Banavāsi, Sannati, and Hāṅgal) consist of earthen mounds faced with brick, or simply of 
earthen mounds.  See also Deloche 2007, pp. 47-72.
80 I am grateful to Mr. Parthan Aravazhi for showing me this passageway within the Hoysaḷa-period fort wall.  
Together with Mr. Some of the ASI, we measured the passage to be approximately 11.26 m. in length, with an 
average interior width of approximately 129 cm. (as the tunnel is uneven, the width varies).  The interior height we 
measured was approximately 182 cm., but the ground level is higher than it would have been between the 11th and 
14th centuries.  Measurements taken 28 January 2009.
81 Parthan Aravazhi, personal communication, 12 January 2008, 28 January 2009.
before drawing conclusions about the intentions behind its construction and use.  The point to 
which the tunnel leads is located only a short distance from the larger of the two islands within 
the reservoir (see map 3), where the remains of a brick structure have been found.  Although the 
nature of this building has not been determined, it would be worth considering whether it may 
have been a destination for individuals leaving the city through the tunnel.82
 More can be said about the area that has been identified as the site of the Hoysaḷa palace 
(maps 3, 4a, figs. 2.5, 2.6), although our knowledge of this ruined compound is likewise 
incomplete.  Abutting the eastern side of Beṇṇe Guḍḍa, the remains of an inner fortification can 
be traced, extending approximately 300 meters north-south and 300 meters east-west.  Made of 
smaller stones than the city wall, it encloses a group of terraced fields, some of which contain 
partially exposed stone architectural elements, most of which appear to be building foundations.  
The area has never been systematically excavated, but it was reported in the 19th century that 
digging at the site revealed the remains of brick structures.83  It was also suggested at that time 
that an underground cellar (called nelamāḷige in Kannaḍa) to the north of Beṇṇe Guḍḍa may  
have been connected to the palace (see map 3), but this feature, which was once marked by a 
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82 MAR 1930 reports in passing that “the pleasure palace of Ballāḷarāya is said to have stood” on the island (MAR 
1930, pp. 53-54) and Srikantaiya points to this location as the “Hoysaḷa summer palace” (1918, p. 194 and “Sketch 
of Dorasamudra” facing p. 194).  Whether it served such a purpose remains open to question.  The ASI in Haḷēbīḍ 
has photographs of these remains, but to my knowledge they remain unpublished.  On 13 April 2009 I was shown 
one of the bricks at Haḷēbīḍ’s ASI Museum; it measures 21.5 cm. x 15.8 cm. x 5.0 cm.  An attempted visit to the 
island on the same day was unsuccessful, as it was waterlogged.  I have been informed that the island is only 
accessible during the dry season; it would be worth researching whether this was the case during the Hoysaḷa period.
83 J.S.F. Mackenzie wrote in 1873: “Digging below the surfaces, pieces of brick are to be found” (Mackenzie 1873, 
p. 8).  M.H. Krishna reported in 1930: “About forty years ago, it is said that some unknown person excavated a pit in 
an unknown part of the old palace area and that brick structures were found about six feet below the ground” (MAR 
1930, p. 54).
rounded pillar, seems to have become buried or obscured by overgrowth.84  Additional 
fortification may have secured the zone around the hill; M.H. Krishna reported “traces of an old 
fort wall of smallish stones” approximately 100 yards to the west of Chikka (“Little”) Beṇṇe 
Guḍḍa, the lower western peak of the elevation that contains the higher Beṇṇe Guḍḍa on its 
east.85  Such protection around the hills would have been necessary for palace security, as Beṇṇe 
Guḍḍa provides direct access to the palace zone from above.  The hill offers views of the 
surrounding countryside (fig. 1.2), and Krishna suggested that the platform near its summit was 
“an observation point” during the Hoysaḷa period.86  Indeed, with its potential for both the 
protective surveillance of territory and the authoritative survey of domain, Beṇṇe Guḍḍa is likely 
to have served such a purpose.
 In addition to the archaeological material that points to the presence of the Hoysaḷa 
palace on the eastern side of Beṇṇe Guḍḍa, local tradition has maintained this identification.  
M.H. Krishna reported in 1930 that at that time the area was called aramane-hola, “palace field” 
in Kannaḍa.87  Moreover, as Krishna and other 19th- and early 20th-century sources reported, 
certain sections of this larger field were locally known by names that correspond to the areas of a 
palace: the northern area was called the mint (ṭankasāle), part of the eastern field was called the 
front court (hajārada guṇḍlu), and specific fields in the southern area were known as the stables 
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84 See MAR 1911, p. 10; Srikantaiya 1918, p. 193; MAR 1930, p. 51.  Another feature in the area to the east of Beṇṇe 
Guḍḍa, with exposed stone beams in a rectangular arrangement (fig. 2.6), is also reported to contain steps leading 
underground, but this too is now filled with earth (Parthan Aravazhi, personal communication, 28 Jan. 2009).
85 MAR 1930, p. 51,
86 Krishna went on to suggest that the platform, “about 30 feet square [and] called Piraṅgi Batêri,” was “a common 
battery in the Pâlegâr period” (ca. 16th–18th centuries) (MAR 1930, p. 53).
87 MAR 1930, p. 53.
(lāyada salige) and the elephant stall (ānēguṇḍi).88  Although we cannot necessarily rely on this 
local lore to determine the precise layout of the Hoysaḷa palace, the historical memory it suggests 
should not be dismissed.  Considered alongside the archaeological evidence, the local tradition 
associating the area with the palace indeed seems to be founded in the history of the place.
 With Beṇṇe Guḍḍa on its west, the fortified palace zone extends as far east as the road 
that ran between the northern and southern ends of eastern Dōrasamudra.  While the paved street 
that now connects the northern and southern ends of the site is a more recent development, the 
layout of Hoysaḷa-period features along this stretch strongly suggests that a prominent road of 
the Hoysaḷa capital followed the same route.  This north-south road must have existed within the 
city’s layout before the construction of the buildings that attest to its location, and each new 
construction would have altered the character of the road in some way, both visually and socially.  
In order to see the course of the road, however, it is helpful to look at the totality of its remaining 
Hoysaḷa-period buildings.  For my present purposes I will focus on features within the fortified 
city, but a consideration of sites located along the northern and southern continuations of the road 
outside of Dōrasamudra’s fort walls would be germane to a study of the greater landscape of the 
Hoysaḷa capital.
 Beginning in the south, the road first would have passed through a gateway in the 
southern fort wall (maps 3, 4a).  Continuing north, it would have run along the western sides of 
two groups of monumental Jain temples89 and along the eastern side of the palace compound.  
The road then would have passed between the Hoysaḷēśvara temple and the monumental temple 
compound to its west, today known as the Nagarēśvara compound.  Little remains to the 
 68
88 MAR 1930, p. 53.  See also Mackenzie 1873, pp. 8-9; Hayes, ed. 1887, p. 66; Srikantaiya 1918, p. 193.
89 The southern of the two groups is now in ruin and is labeled “Temple Mounds” on the map from MAR 1930 (map 
3).  
immediate north of the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples, which were located near the 
midpoint of the north-south thoroughfare, but the temples of northeastern Dōrasamudra indicate 
the continuation of the road into that part of the city.  Bending slightly westward to the north of 
the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, the road would have proceeded through the northeastern quarter, 
running along the eastern sides of what are now called the Vīrabhadra and Gūḍlēśvara temples 
before passing through another gate in the northern fort wall.90  
 A remarkable number of buildings that remain from the Hoysaḷa capital, surviving or in 
ruin, are found along this north-south road.  During the Hoysaḷa period, it is likely to have been 
the city’s main thoroughfare, or rājamārga (lit. “royal road” or “king among roads”), which 
architectural treatises (vāstu śāstras) and works of literature (kāvyas) describe as a street of 
considerable width lined with a city’s most prominent buildings.91  Neither the urban plans of the 
vāstu śāstras nor the cities of the kāvyas can be taken to bear a literal correspondence to the 
cities that physically existed in premodern South Asia, but the authors of vāstu śāstras and 
kāvyas inhabited or at least were familiar with such cities, and salient features from the texts, 
even if idealized to suit the purposes of the authors, emerge from the realities of the built 
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90 It is possible that the road also would have passed along the eastern side of the temple now dedicated to 
Raṅganātha, located about 200 m. south of the Vīrabhadra temple.  Because this temple is situated further west, 
however, it is not clear that its grounds would have extended to the north-south thoroughfare.  The Kumbaḷēśvara 
temple, which is represented on the map from MAR 1930, may postdate the Hoysaḷa period (see chapter 6 for further 
discussion).  The gateway in the northern fort wall is not shown on the MAR map but it is indicated on the 
Mackenzie map, within the faintly sketched Hoysaḷa-period wall just beyond the later fort wall of northern Haḷēbīḍ 
(map 4a).  I have also found an opening in this part of the Hoysaḷa fortification, but the fragmentary nature of the 
wall and the gate make them difficult to photograph effectively.
91 A range of related terms, such as rājapatha, rājavīthi, mahāpatha, and others may also refer to this principal road.  
Dutt (1925, pp. 111-129) and Shukla (1961, pp. 268-274; drawing heavily on Dutt’s work) discuss and quote from 
numerous vāstu śāstras (ranging widely in date) regarding the types and layout of roads appropriate to various types 
of cities.  Kaul (2010, pp. 92-96) discusses the rājamārga as it appears in Sanskrit literature of the first millennium 
C.E.  Dutt cites Pāṇini to explain that the term rājamārga means “king among streets,” not “the king’s street” (Dutt 
1925, p. 127).  While Kaul uses the translation “royal road,” she acknowledges that the rājamārga does not always 
have a royal connection and the word may simply mean “chief road” (Kaul 2010, p. 96, n. 48).
environments in which they wrote.92  Both vāstu śāstras and kāvyas describe streets laid out in a 
grid formation, but whereas some śāstric texts enumerate several rājamārgas, most kāvyas, as 
Shonaleeka Kaul has emphasized, represent one such thoroughfare as the focus of urban 
activity.93  The layout of streets and the number of major roads throughout Dōrasamudra are 
matters that can only be determined through archaeological excavation, if they can be determined 
at all, but the concentration of monumental buildings constructed in permanent materials along 
one particular road — including the palace and the city’s largest temples — suggests that within 
the Hoysaḷa capital, the north-south thoroughfare in the eastern part of the city was indeed 
considered to be “king among roads.”  
 A second important road of Dōrasamudra seems to have run eastward from the palace 
grounds, along the northern side of the surviving Jain temple compound, through the center of 
the short peninsula that projects into the large tank, and — from the early 13th century onward 
— to the western end of the Kēdārēśvara temple (map 3, figs. 2.7, 2.8).  Although a paved street 
overlays its route today, this east-west road has not been a continual feature of the site since the 
Hoysaḷa period.  The map prepared by Mackenzie’s team in 1806 shows the walled village now 
known as Bastihaḷḷi (indicated in tan ink) extending up to the compound of the Jain temples 
(shown in pink), and in contrast to its clear representation of the north-south thoroughfare, only 
fields are found in the space between these buildings and the Kēdārēśvara temple to their east 
(map 4a).  The east-west road is represented in the map published in the Mysore Archaeological 
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92 For further comments on the relationship between such texts (especially kāvyas) and historical urbanism, see Kaul 
2010, pp. 11-21, 30-33.  See also her discussion of “the archaeological picture” (Kaul 2010, pp. 121-129).
93 Kaul 2010, p. 95.
Report for 1930, however, so the route was evidently cleared again by that time.94  Regardless of 
the state of the road in recent centuries, the Hoysaḷa-period features to which it gives access 
indicate that it must have been part of Dōrasamudra.  The three Jain temples of the Pārśvanātha 
compound face north, towards the road; it provides access to the peninsula; and the axial 
relationship between the palace and the Kēdārēśvara temple strongly suggests that such a road 
would have connected the two.  Moreover, M.H. Krishna noted in 1930 that the palace 
compound had “a gateway in the middle of its eastern wall which looks on directly towards the 
Kêdârêśvara temple.” 95  On the one hand, this gate would have opened onto the north-south 
rājamārga, which in turn provided access to the other areas of the city.  On the other, the gate 
would have served as a terminus or a point of issue for the east-west road extending onto the 
peninsula and, eventually, leading to the Kēdārēśvara temple.
 Another east-west road of Dōrasamudra is likely to have traversed the city just to the 
north of the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples.  Krishna suggested the presence of a 
prominent road in this location, “from the Belur gate to the Hoysaḷêśvara temple,” noting its 
central location within the walled city (see maps 3, 4a).96  If indeed a single road connected the 
northwestern gate97 of the city walls with the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, it must have bent southward 
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94 I have not found explicit reference to the clearing of this road, but it is likely to have taken place at some point 
during the 19th century, when the Kēdārēśvara temple increasingly became a destination for visitors to Haḷēbīḍ 
(including the Mahārāja of Mysore in January 1886).  It must have been cleared at least by the beginning of the 20th 
century, when the Kēdārēśvara temple was restored and materials were brought to it from the Nagarēśvara 
compound.  (See chapters 1 and 5 for further comments on the 19th- and 20th-century history of Haḷēbīḍ and the 
Kēdārēśvara temple’s restoration.)
95 MAR 1930, p. 53.
96 MAR 1930, p. 51.
97 Although Bēlūr is located to the southwest, the road leading to Bēlūr passes through the northwestern gate of the 
Hoysaḷa-period city walls, and it is surely this gate to which Krishna referred (it is labeled “To Belur” in the map 
published with his report).  The Mackenzie map shows an L-shaped gateway at this location within the fort wall.
around the small reservoir now known as Tippanahaḷḷi tank.98  Whether or not it reached the 
northwestern gateway, however, such a road is likely to have extended from the central gateway 
of the eastern fort wall, located near the northern point of the large tank,99 past the northern side 
of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s grounds, and westward along the northern side of the Nagarēśvara 
compound.
 The points where the two east-west roads I have described intersected with the north-
south rājamārga seem to have formed two central nodes for the Hoysaḷa-period city, one marked 
and constituted by the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples, and the other by the palace 
and the Jain temples; I will elaborate upon these points in chapters 3 and 4.  Inscriptions refer to 
numerous other streets (kēri, gēri) and lanes (vōṇi) within Dōrasamudra, and the terms rājavīdhi 
and rājabīdi are even found in a couple records of the Hoysaḷa capital; because of ambiguities 
surrounding the precise locations of these urban pathways, however, I will withhold discussion 
on them at present.100  Suffice it to say that a network of streets, lanes, and footpaths would have 
run throughout Dōrasamudra, even where today nothing perceptibly from the Hoysaḷa period 
remains.  These roads and paths must have been lined with shops, houses, shelters for 
domesticated animals, and other structures built in impermanent materials, including temples, 
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98 This of course would not be the case if Tippanahaḷḷi tank postdates the Hoysaḷa period.  Since the city’s population 
must have been at its peak during its days as a royal capital it seems likely that the tank would have been present 
between the 11th and 14th centuries, but its date would be worth assessing more closely.
99 In addition to showing this gateway in the map published in MAR 1930, Krishna took special note of the massive 
stones of the buttresses that flank its opening (MAR 1930, p. 50).
100 I will expand somewhat on the passage in the inscription of the Kēdārēśvara temple that names some of these 
streets {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309 [EC (OS) V, Bl.115], ll. 9-13; see chapter 5}.  For further comments on an inscription 
from northern Haḷēbīḍ that refers to three rājabīdis [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 315 (MAR 1937, no. 38), l. 4], see chapter 6, n. 
15.  The foundation inscription of the Pārśvanātha basadi, which I discuss in chapter 4, refers to a rājavīdhi {EC 
(NS) 9, Bl. 389 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 124], l. 65}, but because it is not clear to me that this rājavīdhi is in Dōrasamudra I 
do not discuss it further.  A close examination of the geographical details described in the vicinity of this road, and 
comparison with other records’ references to the geography of Dōrasamudra and surrounding towns, may reveal 
more precise information about the location of this rājavīdhi.
shrines, and monasteries that no longer survive.101  Numerous fragments from ruined temples 
found throughout the eastern fortified zone also attest to additional stone temples in that part of 
the city.  
 While buildings made of perishable materials may once have stood throughout 
Dōrasamudra, the concentration of stone temples and their ruins in the eastern area of the 
fortified city suggests that this zone was singled out for a particularly high level of development.  
Whatever the layout of the rest of the city may have been, the surviving features of the Hoysaḷa 
capital show a greater correspondence with literary descriptions of urban space — which, as 
Kaul has shown, point to “a linear or rectilinear orientation” of the city, characterized by “an 
element of axiality rather than nuclearity” — than they do with the typologies of the vāstu 
śāstras, which prescribe city plans focused on a central feature, such as a temple or the palace.102  
As with the cities portrayed in the literature of Kaul’s study, Dōrasamudra’s rājamārga seems to 
have served as “a structural artery or backbone of the city,” a site of convergence for people, 
buildings, and secondary roads with connections to every sector of the urban area.103  Houses, 
shops, shrines, and perhaps cultivated fields must have filled the areas to the west and north of 
Beṇṇe Guḍḍa, but the stone buildings of eastern Dōrasamudra, located from its southern to 
northern extremities, suggest that the rājamārga functioned as both a center of urban life and a 
focus for urban growth.  
 The prestigious character of the permanent, monumental buildings of eastern 
Dōrasamudra suggests that the areas along the rājamārga would have been favored by elite 
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101 The Kēdārēśvara temple’s inscription [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, ll. 9-13] names some of these features (see chapter 5).
102 Kaul 2010, p. 91.  On town plans in the vāstu śāstras, see also Dutt 1925, pp. 142-164, 205-246; Shukla 1961, 
pp. 579-586.
103 See Kaul 2010, p. 92.
populations of the city; I will explore this theme further in chapter 6.  While we can determine 
something about the relative levels of status with which the populations of Dōrasamudra 
endowed specific parts of their city, however, we cannot necessarily gauge which specific 
populations inhabited each quarter.  The normative prescriptions of the vāstu śāstras, which 
assign specific caste- and occupation-based populations to specific neighborhoods of a city, are 
unlikely to have had much bearing on the Hoysaḷa capital.  Besides inscriptional and literary 
evidence for a greater fluidity of social space than such a segregated organization would permit, 
one of the Hoysaḷa capital’s most prominent populations — Jains — does not factor into most 
śāstric divisions of urban habitation.104  Even if certain neighborhoods were dominated by 
certain populations, we should not assume that they were exclusive to those populations.  The 
pattern of habitation for a city such as Dōrasamudra, I would argue, was not determined by a set 
of textualized rules, but rather developed according to the city’s specific populations, their needs, 
and their means for meeting those needs.  
 The development of the Hoysaḷa capital at Dōrasamudra, from Vinayāditya’s patronage 
of the reservoir that sustained its population to the construction of the temples that housed its 
deities and monumentalized its landscape, involved a variety of objectives stemming from a 
range of interests.  In the following chapters, I will focus on a selection of these temples, 
considering some of the different ways in which each contributed to the city.  All were products 
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104 For the organization of urban populations within vāstu śāstras, see Dutt 1925, pp. 142-164; Shukla 1961, pp. 
275-281.  Questioning the segregation of space that these imply, Chattopadhyaya (1997, p. 187) makes the point that 
even the Arthaśāstra’s prescriptive structuring of communities’ residential space allows for considerable interactions 
between these communities within the city, a point that Kaul (2010, pp. 102-103) elaborates with citations from 
additional texts.  According to an inscription of 1221/2 C.E., Dōrasamudra’s Kēdārēśvara temple employed “śūdra 
attendants and brahmaṇas” among its many functionaries [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, l. 7] — a point that speaks to the 
ritual participation of multiple groups within one of the city’s most prestigious temples.  While the same inscription 
that furnishes this information also refers to a brahmapuri and a “garland-makers’ street” (l. 10), these references are 
not evidence for a normative segregation of space within the city but rather point towards the salient characteristics 
of those particular areas.
of elite patronage, but the diversity of this patronage speaks to the multiplicity of elites who 
demonstrated a commitment to the city.  As a rājadhāni, Dōrasamudra was not only the seat of 
the king; it was a cosmopolitan center formed through the participation of multiple groups and 
individuals, all of whom had an interest in the prestige and prosperity of the Hoysaḷa capital.
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Chapter 3 — Distinguishing City, Establishing State: The Hoysaḷēśvara Temple and Central 
Dōrasamudra
 As the largest and most sculpturally lavish of Dōrasamudra’s surviving temples, the 
Hoysaḷēśvara (figs. 3.1–3.3) has attracted the attention of travelers and scholars more than any 
other building or feature of the Hoysaḷa capital.  A central premise of this dissertation is that the 
ascendancy of this single temple since the 19th century has problematically isolated it from its 
surroundings and has detracted attention from the site’s other monuments.  The disproportionate 
recognition it has received, however, is perhaps not entirely unfounded, for the Hoysaḷēśvara 
temple also seems to have been dominant at Dōrasamudra from the time of its foundation in ca. 
1120 C.E.1  We can imagine that the temple then was at least as visually impressive as it is now, 
and its monumental size and geographic centrality within the city further mark its importance.  
Still, the temple was not an isolated entity, and framing it within multiple contexts enriches our 
understanding of its distinction.  Considered alongside other temples located both within 
Dōrasamudra and elsewhere in the Hoysaḷa world, together with the inscriptions that represent 
their patronage and the political contexts within which they were built, the Hoysaḷēśvara temple 
emerges as both foundational and singular, its architectural and sculptural forms creating a 
spatial and visual entity that enhanced the prestige of both the Hoysaḷas and their capital.
The Hoysaḷēśvara Temple
 Often considered the epitome of the Hoysaḷa style, the Hoysaḷēśvara temple indeed seems 
to have been the first building to display the tripartite sculptural elevation that I described in 
chapter 1 as characteristic of Hoysaḷa-style temples in the 13th century.  The adhiṣṭhāna, or base 
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1 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 261 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 147].  See below for further discussion of this inscription and the Hoysaḷēśvara 
temple’s foundation.
of the exterior wall, consists of a series of eight friezes filled with sculptural imagery in high 
relief (figs. 3.3, 3.4).  In order from bottom to top, there are elephants, lions, a curling vine, 
horses with riders, a second vine, narrative from the epics and Purāṇas,2 mythical aquatic 
creatures known as makaras, and haṃsas (geese).  Above these bands of imagery, the central and 
most prominent section of the wall is filled with large, dynamic figural compositions, which 
feature deities and other celestial beings, and are carved in an even higher relief (figs. 3.3, 3.5.).3  
Above the eave (chādya) that shelters these masterfully sculpted figures, the third level of the 
wall’s imagery is adorned with kūṭa-stambhas, images of temple towers (kūṭas) supported by 
pillars (stambhas).  Some of these abbreviated shrine models frame small images of yākṣas 
(divinities associated with natural and material abundance) or other divine beings; they are 
sheltered by a second, larger eave near the temple’s roofline (fig. 3.22).
 The Hoysaḷēśvara temple is also distinguished by its architectural layout, which consists 
essentially of two east-facing temples connected by a long maṇḍapa (hall) that runs north-south 
(fig. 3.6).  Each vimāna (sanctum exterior) is based on a sixteen-pointed radial plan that has often 
been described as stellate,4 and each sanctum (garbha-gṛha) enshrines a liṅga, the non-figural 
form of the god Śiva.  Within the temple, each sanctum is preceded by an intermediary vestibule 
known as an antarāla (also called sukhanāsi in Karnāṭaka), in front of which is a raṅga-
maṇḍapa (“stage-hall”; also called navaraṅga), a square space divided into nine (nava-) bays, 
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2 On the narrative friezes of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, see MAR 1930, pp. 37-46; Evans 1997, pp. 197-211; Loizeau 
2006, vol. 1, pp. 130-142, and vol. 2, pp. 34-79.
3 These figural panels are only found on the western side (including the western parts of the southern and northern 
sides) of the temple, on the exterior projection of the eastern side’s central shrine, and on the Sūrya shrine (see 
below for these features).  The eastern side of the temple is more open; above its friezes are kakṣāsanas (angled seat 
backs) and stone screens that let daylight into the temple.
4 The plan of each vimāna in fact has thirteen points, but without the attached hall the complete radial plan would 
have sixteen points.  It is conventional to describe this type of plan as sixteen-pointed.
with its central square marked by four pillars at its corners and a raised floor that accommodates 
a circular “stage” (raṅga) (fig. 3.7).  Detached pavilions to the east of each side of the temple 
house large images of Śiva’s bull, Nandī, each facing its respective liṅga (figs. 3.2, 3.8).  A west-
facing shrine to the sun god, Sūrya, is attached to the east of the larger, southern Nandī maṇḍapa, 
so that the southern Hoysaḷēśvara liṅga receives the gaze of both Sūrya and the devoted Nandī.5  
A common plinth (jagatī) elevates the double temple, together with the Nandī maṇḍapas and 
Sūrya shrine, about 1.6 meters above ground-level, and also provides a walkway for 
circumambulation of the temple.  At its longest points, this platform’s footprint measures 
approximately 62.1 m. (203 ft. 10 in.) north-south and 68.3 m. (224 ft.) east-west, following the 
plan of the temple at an average distance of about 3 m. (10 ft.).6  
 Although subtle stylistic differences between the southern and northern halves of the 
temple suggest that patrons and artists may have given priority to the southern side,7 the overall 
structural and stylistic consistency between the two halves points toward a unified design.8  
Smaller units of the temple, however, were built during later phases of construction.  Perhaps the 
most pronounced of the later additions are the six double-storied subsidiary shrines on the 
temple’s exterior, which project from the center of each vimāna’s northern, southern, and western 
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5 The vimāna of the Sūrya shrine no longer stands; the image of Sūrya is now within the antarāla, which was closed 
by an eastern wall constructed prior to 1854, when Linneaus Tripe photographed the temple (see Dewan 2003, 
CR2-28; Oakeley’s 1856 photograph of the shrine may be viewed on the British Library’s Online Gallery: <http://
www.bl.uk/onlinegallery/onlineex/apac/photocoll/s/019pho000000959u00022000.html>).  The presence of a Sūrya 
shrine facing the main liṅga is a common feature among Śaiva temples built between the 11th and 13th centuries 
throughout Karṇāṭaka; one notable example is the Lakkuṇḍi Kāśīviśvēśvara temple (ca. mid-late 11th cent; cf. 
Dhaky 1996, pp. 95-100; Sinha 2000, pp. 100-118).  The basic layout of each side of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple — 
sanctum, antarāla, and raṅga-maṇḍapa — is also common throughout Karṇāṭaka and the Deccan during this period 
(cf. Dhaky 1996, passim.).
6 These measurements are indicated in the plan of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple published in MAR 1930, Plate X.
7 I will discuss these differences in the final section of this chapter.
8 MAR 1930, p. 35.  
sides, cutting across carefully sculpted figural panels that were surely intended for an 
unobstructed view (figs. 3.1, 3.9).9  The shrine at the center of the temple’s eastern side, which 
creates a stepped projection on the exterior, also connects irregularly to its adjacent wall 
(especially at the roofline, and surrounding the shrine’s facade within the temple), and likewise 
seems to have been a later addition to the temple (figs. 3.10, 3.11).10  The shrine that projects 
from the center of the temple’s western side, however, is more visually unified with its 
surroundings — both on its exterior and within the temple — and thus appears to belong to an 
earlier phase of construction (figs. 3.12, 3.13).  The doorways leading into the temple (fig. 3.14) 
— two on the east, on axis with each sanctum, and two on the northern and southern ends of the 
long interior hallway — were enhanced with richly sculpted makara-tōraṇa lintels during the 
period of Nārasiṃha I (1142–1173), as an inscription on the southern doorway’s lintel indicates; 
the doorways on the southern half of the temple were also fitted with over-lifesize dvārapālas 
(door guardian figures).11  The stone screens of the temple’s eastern facade are also a later 
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9 R. Narasimhachar was one of the first to note this discrepancy in print (MAR 1911, p. 7, para. 19).  
10 Another indication that this eastern shrine is later is the lack of finish seen in the large figural panels at its back.  
Small areas of incomplete sculpting, where imagery is only roughed out, are found at many points in the temple’s 
friezes, and in a few minor details of some of the larger figural blocks placed in the most recessed corners of the 
temple’s exterior, but the central eastern projection is the only part of the temple to contain large blocks in which the 
entire image is only roughed out.  Additionally, R. Narasimhachar noted that the shape of the jagatī (plinth), which 
in general “closely follows the contour of the building,” indicates no projection at the center of the eastern side 
(MAR 1911, p. 7, para. 18; in Settar, ed. 1976, pp. 97-98).  Conservation activities at the Hoysaḷēśvara temple 
between 1935 and 1938 involved “Rebuilding the bent up east central wall” (MAR 1945, p. 18); this seems to refer 
to the interior of the eastern shrine, which has clearly been reconstructed (see fig. 3.11).
11 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 275 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 239] states that the sculptor Kāḷidāsi made the makara-tōraṇa (i.e., the 
gateway [toraṇa] bearing images of makaras) for Nārasiṃha’s sculptor Kēdārōja.  Because of the similarities 
between these doorways and the interior doorways leading to the temple’s antarālas (shrine vestibules), M.H. 
Krishna suggested, quite plausibly, that the latter were also constructed during the period of Nārasiṃha I (MAR 
1930, p. 36; a second doorway leads from each antarāla to its respective sanctum).  The guardian figures that flank 
the northern doorway are not original to the temple, and this entrance’s dvārapālas may never have been finished 
(see pp. 131-132 below for further discussion).  For further discussion of the exterior doorways, see MAR 1930, pp. 
46-49; Evans 1993 discusses the southern doorway and the eastern doorway of the temple’s southern half. 
addition, with interruptions to the pattern of their stepped diamond motif where they irregularly 
meet the curving contours of the pillars that support the roof.12  
 Today, then, we see in the Hoysaḷēśvara temple an accumulation of additions and phases 
of construction that took place over a period of time; we also see alterations that were made over 
the course of the temple’s many restorations during the 19th and 20th centuries.13  Other features 
that would have been present during the Hoysaḷa period, however, are absent today.  In his 
influential art historical analysis of the temple, Fergusson lamented its lack of towers, which he 
took as a sign that the temple was left regrettably incomplete.14  It is more likely, however, that 
the two vimānas once would have supported brick towers, examples of which are seen in post-
Hoysaḷa temples in Karṇāṭaka and in nearly contemporaneous constructions in Telaṅgāṇa 
(northwestern Āndhra Pradesh).15  Another feature that may have been constructed in brick is the 
mahādvāra (great gateway), marking the point of entrance into the temple’s precinct.  Its stone 
foundations remain just a few meters from the plinth of the temple, on axis with the southern 
doorway (fig. 3.15).  Extending from the western and eastern sides of the mahādvāra are 
fragments of a compound wall (prākāra), built in rectangular stone blocks stacked to the height 
of the gateway’s surviving base, about 125 cm.  Another portion of this wall has been uncovered 
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12 As M.H. Krishna pointed out, without screens, the interior of the temple originally would have received 
significantly more natural light than it does today (MAR 1930, p. 35).  
13 The alterations made to the northern Nandī maṇḍapa during an early restoration are especially prominent: 
sculptural friezes evidently taken from another temple were at some point in time used to repair its plinth.  M.H. 
Krishna noted these and other reused materials in both Nandī maṇḍapas during early, undocumented restorations 
(MAR 1930, p. 36).  Some of the repairs may even predate the 19th century.
14 Taylor and Fergusson 1866, p. 51.  Fergusson 1876, p. 400.
15 Among the authors who argue that the temple had brick superstructures, see: Krishna in MAR 1930, p. 35; Del 
Bontà 1978, pp. 71, 80, 221.  Brick superstructures feature prevalently in Vijayanagara-period (1336-1565) and 
subsequent temples in Karṇāṭaka (cf. Michell, ed. 2001, passim.).  One of the best surviving brick towers in 
Telaṅgāṇa belongs to the Rāmappa temple at Palampeṭ (ca. 1213) (Wagoner 1995, p. 439; see also Safrani 1988).  
approximately 40 meters to the temple’s east, along with a flight of steps in line with the east-
west axis of the southern half of the temple, and unexcavated mounds to the temple’s south, 
west, and north probably indicate further sections of the prākāra.16  Bricks or other perishable 
materials may have extended the height of this compound wall, but its Hoysaḷa-period 
dimensions are uncertain.  Whether the sculptural walls of the temple were visible from outside 
the compound is open to question; their elevated position makes this a possibility,17  but even if 
one needed to enter the temple’s precinct to behold the dynamically carved gods and goddesses 
lining its walls, it is likely that many if not all of the city’s inhabitants and visitors would have 
been aware of their presence.
 The mahādvāra and prākāra in their preserved forms would have affected views of and 
responses to the Hoysaḷēśvara temple within the city, as they would have physically demarcated 
a zone surrounding the temple, separating it from the surrounding urban space.  The temple, 
however, was part of the physical and social fabric of Dōrasamudra, and its presence must have 
been seen and felt from many vantage points throughout the city and even beyond.  From the 
laying of its extensive foundations to the construction of its multifaceted walls, the Hoysaḷēśvara 
temple embodied a magnitude that would have been — and still is — impossible not to notice 
from the surrounding streets.  The vast temple may also have been visible from an eastern 
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16 My thanks go to Parthan Aravazhi, Assistant Archaeologist of the ASI in Haḷēbīḍ during the time of my fieldwork, 
for drawing my attention to this prākāra.  For ASI repairs to the prākāra, see IAR 1983–84 (p. 214) and IAR 1999–
2000 (p. 269).  The repairs recorded in 1999–2000 seem to pertain to the southern compound wall, although the text 
refers to the “northern side.”  I am not aware of any detectible northern compound wall at the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, 
however, and the repairs described in the report fit with what is seen on the southern side of the temple.  
17 Rising above a jagatī 1.6 m. high and an adhiṣṭhāna approximately 2.3 m. high, the large figural compositions at 
the center of the wall, at roughly 1.65 m. in height, may well have been visible above a prākāra wall.  See Appendix 
I for dimensions of elevational components within the walls of the Hoysaḷēśvara and other temples.
approach to Dōrasamudra, along the northern side of the large tank.18  If the towers were in fact 
constructed, their distinctive double-peaked roofline may have been a defining feature of the city 
as viewed from a distance.  The Hoysaḷēśvara’s location on the capital’s main road, near the 
midpoint between the northern and southern ends of the more densely built eastern zone of the 
fortified city (maps 3, 4a), further signals the temple’s prominence, which was actualized not 
only through its material form but also through its geographic centrality.  
 Placed at a node of convergence for different sectors of Dōrasamudra’s population and for 
visitors arriving from various directions, the temple must have attracted the interest of a range of 
individuals, from casual passers-by to the priests, patrons, and artists who made the temple what 
it was.  Inscriptions found within the temple, engraved directly onto its walls and pillars, also 
speak to the prominence of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, the range of functions it assumed, and the 
variety of participants involved in its activities.19  A detailed consideration of all these 
inscriptions is not within the scope of this dissertation, but it is important to note that the 
economic transactions they record not only register donations for the temple’s upkeep and ritual 
life, but also suggest that the Hoysaḷēśvara played a role in some of Dōrasamudra’s civic 
operations.  Many of the records indicate that the Hoysaḷēśvara temple functioned as a bank, 
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18 Views of the temple from this northeastern approach today are partially blocked by trees, but the temple is 
nonetheless clearly visible.  We must bear in mind that during the Hoysaḷa period fortification walls would have 
obstructed views from outside the city, but considering the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s elevated position — its ground 
level is about 5 m. higher than that of the ground next to the reservoir (ASI, Site Plan of Hoysaleshwara Temple at 
Halebidu, Nov. 2004, unpublished) — it is conceivable that at least the higher parts of the temple would have been 
visible from this vantage point.
19 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 265-267, 269-273, 278, 284-299.  Notably, the dates of the surviving records inscribed directly 
onto the temple’s walls begin only in the 1230s (they continue into the 14th century).  The sudden appearance of 
donative inscriptions within the temple more than one hundred years after its foundation seems to indicate a shift of 
some kind, although the nature and significance of that shift remain to be seen.  Perhaps the temple underwent a 
major overhaul in operations at this time, or perhaps the inscriptional corpus points to a change in how the temple’s 
records were managed — similar activities may have characterized the temple’s operations all along, but were 
perhaps only documented in stone beginning in the 1230s.  For all inscriptions found at the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, see 
EC (NS) 9, Bl. 265-304.
with individuals making capital investments (bījavonnu) to be managed by the temple’s 
mahājanas (governing committee); these managers, in turn, sometimes lent funds from the 
temple’s treasury to borrowers, with fixed rates of interest.20  An intriguing record that 
documents one Kāvaṇṇa as having passed an ordeal (dibya) before the god Hoysaḷēśvara 
suggests that the temple also served as a place of jurisdiction, at least by the time the record was 
engraved in 1309.21  The donors and recipients of the funds recorded in the temple’s inscriptions 
are identified with an array of professions, including priests and decorators of the temple’s gods, 
dancers and musicians, gardeners and garland-makers, merchants and oil suppliers, jewelers, 
treasurers, artists, and others.  
 The inscriptions also name a number of gods and goddesses associated with the temple, 
whose services the donations were intended to support.  Hoysaḷēśvara is the most prominently 
featured deity and seems to be identified with the liṅga enshrined in the southern sanctum.22  The 
name of the northern sanctum’s liṅga remains unclear.  It is popularly known as “Śāntalēśvara,” 
after the senior queen of Viṣṇuvardhana (r. ca. 1108–1142), but among the temple’s inscriptions 
this name has a minor place at best, and it is unlikely to have designated the temple’s second 
most prominent deity during the Hoysaḷa period.23  Whatever the northern liṅga may have been 
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20 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 265-266, 286-292, 297, 299.  For an overview of banking activities in Karṇāṭaka during the Later 
Cāḷukya and Hoysaḷa periods, see Kuppuswamy 1975, pp. 117-119.
21 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 278 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 311].
22 I will discuss this identification further in the final section of this chapter.
23 Only one reference to Śāntalēśvara (or “Sāntalēśvara”) survives among all the records of the temple, in the context 
of a long list of payments for temple employees.  The salary listed for the attendant of Sāntalēśvara seems relatively 
low in comparison with other salaries and is one of the last to be recorded {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 290 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 103], 
l. 40}.  B.L. Rice suggested that the second liṅga was called “Pañcikēśvara,” a name that features almost as 
prominently in the temple’s inscriptions as “Hoysaḷēśvara” itself [EC (OS) V (1902), p. xxxviii; see also Settar 
1975a, p. 160, n. 25 to ch. 2].  This is the most plausible suggestion I have seen so far, but the term Pañcikēśvara 
may alternatively refer to five (pañca) liṅgas enshrined in the Hoysaḷēśvara temple and its precincts.  Further 
inscriptional and archaeological research may one day clarify the matter.
called, and whatever connection queen Śāntalā may have had with the temple, the Hoysaḷēśvara 
temple’s association with Viṣṇuvardhana is certain — the name originally given to the temple, 
recorded in an inscription that I will soon discuss, was śrīmad-viṣṇuvarddhana-poysaḷēśvara.24  
Later shortened to Hoysaḷēśvara, “Lord of the Hoysaḷa(s),” the designation forever affirmed the 
temple’s connection to the royal house.  Yet the primary patron of the temple seems not to have 
been the Hoysaḷa king after whom it was named, but rather a merchant in his service.  Framed 
within this initial act of patronage, the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, the distinctive style it initiated, and 
its central position within the city of Dōrasamudra become instantiations of a collaboration 
between multiple elites — including but not limited to royalty — to display the wealth, power, 
and prestige to which Hoysaḷa society laid claim.
A Merchant’s Investment and a King’s Prestige
 An inscription found in Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi, a village less than 5 km. east of Haḷēbīḍ, records a 
land grant made by the merchant Kētamalla, on a date corresponding to 24 December 1120 
C.E.25  Unfortunately, the inscription, which is now kept at the Archaeological Survey of India’s 
(ASI) museum in Haḷēbīḍ, is greatly damaged, and many details of the text are now unclear (fig. 
3.16).  However, the record was sufficiently preserved when it was copied26 to obtain the 
information that Kētamalla came from a merchant family who served Viṣṇuvardhana Hoysaḷa, 
and that he sponsored the construction at Dōrasamudra of “a mountain-like/eternal (acalamaṃ), 
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24 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 261 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 147], l. 84.
25 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 261 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 147].  The date given in the inscription is Uttarāyaṇa-saṅkramaṇa, in the 
cyclic year Śārvari, Śaka 1043. 
26 The inscription was copied before November 1901, the date of the preface to EC (OS) V (1902), where it was first 
published.
lofty/extensive (nimirva) house of Śiva to the one who shines white (Śiva).” 27  Kētamalla is said 
to have had the temple made with the king’s consent, and “with great devotion to the master 
(svāmi) of his family, named (the temple) ‘the illustrious lord of Viṣṇuvarddhana 
Poysaḷa’ (śrīmad-viṣṇuvarddhana-poysaḷēśvara).” 28  
 The object on which the inscription was engraved is a massive stone stele standing 
approximately 2.24 m. high and 84.5 cm. wide, with a rounded top framing sectarian imagery 
carved in high relief, and lines of text written below in a neatly executed Kannaḍa script.  The 
scene above the text depicts a bearded male figure worshiping a garlanded liṅga, as a horned 
cow, accompanied by a calf, looks on.  Flanking the liṅga, images of a crescent moon and the 
disk of the sun emphasize the inscription’s claim to eternal validity, reiterating the common 
textual statement that the grant recorded shall last “as long as the moon and sun endure.” 29   The 
monumental format of the record is characteristic of inscriptions that document major donations 
and the foundation of temples in the Hoysaḷa kingdom.  Indeed, the text it displays seems to 
record the grants that were made to the Hoysaḷēśvara temple at the time of its foundation by 
Kētamalla, as we will soon see.  The stele’s provenance in Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi and damage to crucial 
parts of the text introduce a degree of uncertainty as to the ultimate purpose of the inscription, 
but despite these problems the preserved portions of the record provide important information 
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27 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 261, l. 82: acaḷamaṃ nimirva sudhārucinage śivana bhavanamaṃ māḍisidaṃ ||  Here and below I 
have adapted the translation given in EC.  Acaḷamaṃ and nimirva also modify Śiva, whose epithet sudhārucin, 
translated above as “the one who shines white,” may also mean “the one with the moon (on his head)”; this 
interpretation is closer to the translation in EC (NS) 9 (p. 694).  My thanks go to Prof. R.V.S. Sundaram for pointing 
out that acaḷamaṃ nimirva modifies Śiva and for helping to clarify sudhārucinage as I have translated it above.
28 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 261, l. 84: nijakuḷasvāmiya . tibhaktiyiṃ śrīmadviṣṇuvarddhanapoysaḷēśvarameṃba pesaraniṭṭu.  
29 This particular inscription contains a variation of this phrase, stating that worship at the Hoysaḷēśvara temple shall 
continue “(for as long as) there are moon and stars (in) the sky” [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 261, l. 85: ācaṃdratāraṃbaraṃ]. 
about the patronage of Dōrasamudra’s Hoysaḷēśvara temple and the political circumstances 
surrounding its foundation.30
 Like the format of the stele, the structure of the text follows the typical pattern of 
Hoysaḷa-period foundation inscriptions.  After an opening statement paying homage to the 
relevant deity (here, Śiva as Śaṅkara), the record recounts the Hoysaḷa lineage, highlighting a 
few notable deeds and virtues of each king (and some queens) leading up to the present monarch.  
Following the narration of dynastic lineage, considerable space is devoted to a praśasti 
(panegyric) of the reigning king (in this case, Viṣṇuvardhana), eulogizing his military victories 
and noble qualities.  After extolling the royal family, the text of the inscription presents a praśasti 
of the patron and relates information about his or her family — the Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi inscription first 
names Kēsara-seṭṭi, who seems to be Kētamalla’s father, and lists a few other family members 
before naming his mother, Kañciyakka, and Kētamalla himself.31  After recounting the patron’s 
lineage, a foundation inscription then states the name and location of the temple that this patron 
has established; here, the Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi inscription informs its reader of Kētamaḷḷa’s sponsorship 
of the “Poysaḷēśvara” temple in Dōrasamudra.  Following this is a description of the grants gifted 
to the temple (usually these are land rights, but sometimes they come in the form of currency or 
ritual supplies), along with the date on which these donations were made.  Sometimes we also 
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30 If the Ghaṭṭahaḷḷi inscription is indeed the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s own foundation inscription, presumably it once 
would have stood near that temple, in Dōrasamudra.  When and why it would have been moved to Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi is 
unclear, but it would not be the only instance of an inscription’s transfer from Dōrasamudra to another town.  The 
lower portion of an inscription recording the foundation of one Viṣṇuvarddana-jinālaya at Dōrasamudra, dated 1136 
C.E., has been built into the roof of the Saumyanāyaki shrine in the Cenna-Kēśava temple complex at Bēlūr {see EC 
(NS) 9, Bl. 106 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 17]}.  The circumstances surrounding this inscription slab’s transfer to Bēlūr and its 
subsequent use as construction material have not yet been explored.
31 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 261, l. 72 begins the discussion of Kētamalla’s lineage with Kēsara-seṭṭi, who is said to be the son 
of one Rāhaḷa.  Damage to the inscription has rendered Kēsara-seṭṭi’s exact relationship to Kētamalla unclear, but a 
repeated mention of the name Kēsara near the discussion of Kētamalla’s mother and the wife to whom she was 
junior seems to suggest that Kēsara-seṭṭi was Kētamalla’s father (ll. 74-81).
learn the identity of the grants’ recipient, who is typically a religious figurehead in charge of the 
temple. 
 The text that was copied from the Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi inscription is fairly complete through its 
praśasti of Viṣṇuvardhana, but the portions describing Kētamalla, his family, and the specific 
transaction are beset with lacunae.  Still accessible are the names of some of Kētamalla’s family 
members; a description of Kētamalla’s virtues; the statement of his establishment of the 
Viṣṇuvarddhana Poysaḷēśvara temple at Dōrasamudra; references to prosperity and dharma; the 
statement of a date; the description of the boundaries of the granted village, Tāvareyakeṟe; 
fragments of a description of smaller gifts donated by others, including an oil merchant; the 
transfer of the grant to an individual whose name is lost; the pouring of libation water to 
actualize this transaction; and the imprecation directed at individuals who would consider 
negating the grant in the future.32   
 Despite the damage to key portions of the inscription, its text reveals several valuable 
details about the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s establishment.  One of the most fundamental from the 
point of view of a historical study is a frame of reference for its date.  Since the temple at 
Dōrasamudra is said to have been made already by the time that the inscription’s grant was made 
on 24 December 1120, it is likely that the temple would have been in a relative state of finish by 
then, even if work may still have been continuing on the sculptures that cover its walls (even 
today a few details remain uncarved).33  This means that the temple is somewhat earlier than 
many authors recognize.  Although M.H. Krishna pointed out that the Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi inscription 
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32 See EC (NS) 9, Bl. 261, pp. 694-5 (for a translation of the text); and pp. 247-8 (copied text, ll. 72-102).
33 For a discussion of issues surrounding the apparent lack of finish in a selection of Indian rock-cut monuments, see 
Dehejia and Rockwell 2011.  This article forms part of a larger study currently underway, in which the authors 
consider a wider range of seemingly unfinished monuments in South Asia, including structural temples.
“definitely establishes that the Hoysalêśvara temple was constructed in or just before the year 
mentioned” (which, considering only the inscription’s Śaka year 1043 and not its full date, he 
believed to be A.D. 1121),34 some authors since have been reluctant to acknowledge that the 
temple would have been constructed this early, citing inscriptions referring to additions made to 
the temple in subsequent years, in order to emphasize its later work.35  It is difficult to judge how 
many years or months workers would have taken to build the temple, or when the sculptural 
program on its exterior would have been complete, but it seems that by the end of 1120 C.E. the 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple was a prominent feature of Dōrasamudra’s built landscape, and was 
presumably also actively engaged in the performance of daily pūjā and other rituals to honor 
Śiva as Lord of the Hoysaḷa king.
 The inscription from Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi also establishes important information about the 
patronage of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple and points towards the significant position of merchants 
among the Hoysaḷa elite in the early 12th century.36  The text unmistakably represents Kētamalla 
as the primary patron of the Viṣṇuvarddana-poysaḷēśvara temple at Dōrasamudra, and just as 
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34 MAR 1930, p. 35.
35 Huntington (1985, pp. 562-563) takes 1121 to be the year the temple is “believed” to have been started, and posits 
that the temple was “apparently completed” around 1160, on the basis of the undated inscription on the southern 
doorway referring to the chief sculptor of Nārasiṃha I (r. 1142–1173) {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 275 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 239]}.  
Hardy (1995, p. 329) follows Huntington’s dating, and Foekema, although he cites MAR 1930, seems more 
comfortable with a slightly later date, stating that the temple was “at least under construction as early as 1121 
AD” (Foekema 2003b, p. 69).  Settar, citing Kētamalla’s inscription, suggested in 1975 that the temple was built 
between 1117 and 1121, immediately following the Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa temple in Bēlūr (Settar 1975a, p. 33), but his 
later survey of Hoysaḷa temples inexplicably dates the Hoysaḷēśvara to 1122 (Settar 1992, vol. 1, p. 60; perhaps this 
anomalous date only results from a typo).  Most other authors writing since the mid-20th century state that the 
temple was under construction during the reigns of Viṣṇuvardhana and Nārasiṃha I (Del Bontà 1978, p. 77; Evans 
1997, p. 195) or date the temple to ca. 1121 (Collyer 1990, p. 87; Dhaky 1996, p. 393), although some of the most 
recent have dated it to ca. 1120, apparently following EC (NS) (Ladrech and Loizeau 2008, p. 7). 
36 For further discussion of the activities and social positions of merchants and merchant organizations throughout 
premodern southern India, see Abraham 1988.  Risha Lee has written on temple patronage and identity formation 
among Tamiḻ merchants during the 12th–13th centuries; many of the merchants in her study had ties to Karṇāṭaka 
(Lee 2012).
clearly identifies him as a merchant.  Not only is the common merchant epithet seṭṭi appended to 
the name of the first family member to be mentioned in Kētamalla’s lineage,37  the inscription 
also refers to the patron of the temple as “merchant” (parada).38  While affirming the mercantile 
identity of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s patron, however, the inscription also invokes royal 
authority.  In the same sentence that refers to Kētamalla as parada, the text seems to state that the 
construction of this great temple to Śiva was carried out with the king’s consent.39  The following 
sentence further suggests the king’s association with the temple, informing the reader that 
Kētamalla named it the Viṣṇuvarddhana-poysaḷēśvara after the “master” (svāmi) of his family.40  
Regrettably, the fragmentary state of the inscription deprives us of any certainty regarding the 
nature of Viṣṇuvardhana’s participation in the foundation of the temple, or whether beyond 
giving his consent he had a direct hand in its establishment.  At the very least, however, we can 
say that the king’s employment of Kētamalla’s merchant family enabled the sponsorship of a 
monumental temple in the center of the capital city and inspired that temple’s dedication to the 
head of the royal family.  The establishment, operation, and physical presence of the temple 
would have increased the prestige of both Kētamalla and Viṣṇuvardhana, along with that of their 
descendants, as the author of the inscription seems to have envisioned.41
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37 As mentioned above, Kēsara-seṭṭi is the first name stated in Kētamalla’s lineage [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 261, l. 72].
38 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 261, l. 83.
39 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 261, from ll. 82-83: ā bhavanamaṃ taṃnaya lo . . / ḍuva paradaniṃ saddharmmaṃ . . . menuttuṃ 
śivana mahābhavanamanātanoppe tāṃ māḍisidaṃ ||  The translation given in EC (p. 694) takes ātan-oppe (“his 
consent”) to mean the king’s consent; the next line immediately mentions the king.
40 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 261, from l. 84: nijakuḷasvāmiya .  tibhaktiyiṃ śrīmadviṣṇuvarddhanapoysaḷēśvarameṃba 
pesaraniṭṭu
41 One fragmentary section of the text seems to connect the idea of everlasting worship at the temple with the 
prosperity of either Kētamalla’s family or the Hoysaḷas — or both — and the prosperity of dharma: EC (NS) 9, Bl. 
261, from ll. 85-86: dēvarapūjege . ācaṃdratāraṃbaraṃ  . . tamma kuḷābivridiyu . . . / bhivriddhiyuṃ 
dharmmābhivriddhiyuṃ : “for worship of god . (for as long as) there are moon and stars (in) the sky . . . prosperity 
of his [reflexive pronoun] family, prosperity of . . . , prosperity of what is right (dharma)”.
 Such collaboration between king and merchant accords with what Daud Ali has described 
as “a commensurable, and to a certain extent, composite culture between the realms of court and 
market” during the Hoysaḷa period.42  In his study of the inscriptional representation of two 
merchants active during the period of Ballāḷa II (1173–1220), Ali argues that such a culture, at 
least from the late 12th century onward, “allowed ambitious men to move between both worlds” 
as both traders and courtiers.43  The individuals at the center of Ali’s study both claimed 
affiliation with merchant associations that had formed a presence in southern India at least since 
the 10th century (the aiññūṟṟuvar and the ubhayanānādēśi).  Ali suggests that the trans-regional 
nature of these corporations, and the “cosmopolitanism” they seem to have cultivated, may have 
contributed to their members’ political leverage in a courtly setting, as territorially based polities 
— and specifically the Hoysaḷas — sought to gain an upper hand in the import of luxury and 
military goods.44  Although there is no mention of such an organization in the legible parts of the 
Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi inscription, Kētamalla and the other merchants in his family conceivably would 
have possessed similar trans-regional connections, whether or not they formally identified 
themselves as members of one of the dominant mercantile corporations.  And although the 
inscription does not describe a specific courtly role for Kētamalla, the phrase pādapadmōpajī[vī] 
(“a dweller at [the king’s] lotus-feet”), which forms the transition from Viṣṇuvardhana’s praśasti 
to Kētamalla’s, signals his association with the Hoysaḷa court.45  The dedication of the 
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42 Ali 2010, p. 185.
43 Ali 2010, p. 185; pp. 203-209.
44 Ali 2010, pp. 190-191, 195-196, 200-209.
45 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 261, l. 71.  The phrase pādapadmōpajīvi commonly designates ministers and other court members 
subordinate to the reigning king (see Ali 2010, p. 204).
Hoysaḷēśvara temple to the “master” of Kētamalla’s family further indicates a formal relationship 
between the king and the merchant.  
 Considering these references to Kētamalla’s roles as a merchant and a subordinate to 
Viṣṇuvardhana, we can extrapolate from the evidence that Ali presents for the period beginning 
in the late 12th century that similar processes integrating merchants into the realm of the Hoysaḷa 
court were already underway during the first two decades of that century — and perhaps even 
earlier — as the Hoysaḷas began their efforts to consolidate power on a more cosmopolitan scale.  
Scholarship on the Hoysaḷēśvara temple has tended to circumvent discussion of the temple’s 
initial patronage, though some scholars have noted in passing Kētamalla’s merchant identity.46  
Ali’s attention to the specific roles of other Hoysaḷa merchant-courtiers invites a broader 
interpretation of Kētamalla’s function at the court of Viṣṇuvardhana, and in the city of 
Dōrasamudra.  We do not know what Kētamalla’s specific duties would have been, but his 
patronage and dedication of the largest temple in the capital, and the inscription discussing those 
actions, affirm his interest in promoting the glory of the Hoysaḷas and their royal city.  
 Kētamalla was not the first merchant to make such a contribution to the Hoysaḷa capital.  
A fragmentary inscription found in Bastihaḷḷi, dated 1103 C.E. during the reign of Ballāḷa I, 
seems to record an act of patronage by a jewel merchant who bears the title mahāvaḍḍa-
vyavahāri (“senior merchant”).47  Whereas the preamble to Kētamalla’s donation is solely 
focused on the Hoysaḷa dynasty and Kētamalla’s own family, this earlier record opens with an 
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46 Collyer (1990, p. 29) is one of the only authors to identify Kētamalla as a merchant; more commonly, he is 
identified as “an officer” (following, perhaps, Krishna in MAR 1930, p. 35).  Settar affirmed the temple’s merchant 
patronage in an early publication (Settar 1975a, p. 33), but in his survey of Hoysaḷa temples he refers to Kētamalla 
as “Ketaya-Nāyaka” (Settar 1992, vol. 1, p. 73), a name found nowhere in the Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi inscription.
47 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 408 (MAR 1934, no. 6).  Ali (2010, pp. 194, 206) cites other inscriptional instances of this title and 
points to its role in the establishment of hierarchized identities among merchants.
acknowledgment of the Cāḷukya king, whose suzerainty was evidently recognized even at the 
Hoysaḷa capital at the time the inscription’s text was written.  However, Ballāḷa’s lengthy 
praśasti far surpasses the brief list of his overlord’s titles, which occupy even less space than the 
merchant’s panegyric in the final lines of the surviving text.48  Although the statement of a formal 
relationship between this merchant and Ballāḷa I cannot be elucidated, the proportions of text 
devoted to each party suggests some kind of partnership between the merchant and the Hoysaḷa 
king, as both stood to benefit from the glory of the inscription’s words and, presumably, the merit 
of the merchant’s donation.
 This dynamic is also at play in the Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi text and in Kētamalla’s sponsorship of 
the Hoysaḷēśvara temple.  In this case, however, the expanded scale of both the inscription and 
the act of patronage signal a new kind of self-representation for the Hoysaḷas and their 
associates.  Less than two decades after the earlier record, Cāḷukya suzerainty is no longer 
acknowledged and the length and language of the reigning Hoysaḷa king’s praśasti have 
multiplied in extent and elaboration.  Strikingly, the royal panegyric and dynastic lineage 
expressed in Kētamalla’s inscription are nearly identical to those of the foundation inscription for 
the Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa temple of Vēlāpura (the present-day Cenna-Kēśava temple of Bēlūr; fig. 
3.17), sponsored by king Viṣṇuvardhana himself and consecrated in 1117 C.E.49  In the next 
section of this chapter I will elaborate on the architectural significance of the nearly 
contemporaneous Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa and Hoysaḷēśvara temples, but first I want to comment on the 
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48 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 408: ll. 1-3 state the titles of the Cāḷukya king; ll. 3-22 are devoted to the Hoysaḷas, mostly to 
Ballāḷa’s praśasti; ll. 22-25 praise the merchant; and l. 26, a fragment of which is the final surviving line of the 
inscription, states the date of the transaction that was presumably described next.
49 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 16 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 58].  As explained in chapter 1, I will use the name “Bēlūr” to refer to the city.  
Other Hoysaḷa-period inscriptions call the city Bēluhūra or Bēlupura, and the name Vēlāpura is a less commonly 
used Sanskritized version of the place name.
remarkable parallels found in each inscription’s textual representation of Hoysaḷa royalty, and the 
historical shift their common text indicates.
 Unlike inscriptions issued by earlier Hoysaḷa kings, the Bēlūr and Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi records, 
composed at a time of political ascent for Viṣṇuvardhana and his dynasty, describe a mythical 
lineage for the Hoysaḷas.  Their ancestry begins with Brahma, god of creation, then continues 
through the primordial sage Atri, the moon, and others up to the legendary king Yadu, a pedigree 
that forms the basis for the Hoysaḷas’ self-representation as Yādavas.50  Following this mythical 
lineage is the story of Saḷa, the legendary founder of the dynasty who is said to have saved a 
meditating ascetic from a tiger.  The family’s name comes from this act of heroism, for upon 
seeing the threat of the tiger, the sage commanded Saḷa with the words “poy Saḷa” (“Strike, 
Saḷa!”).  Some inscriptions also cite the event as the source of the Hoysaḷas’ dynastic emblem, 
the tiger, which appears on the seals of copper-plate inscriptions issued by the polity, and which 
is represented in its struggle with Saḷa in sculptures placed on temple towers throughout their 
dominion.51
 The story of Saḷa and the description of a Yādava descent would become standard in 
inscriptions issued until the final years of Hoysaḷa rule, but the textual inception of these dynastic 
claims only occurred during the reign of Viṣṇuvardhana, and coincided with the construction of 
 93
50 Kṛṣṇa, the eighth incarnation of the god Viṣṇu, belonged to the Yādava clan.  Hoysaḷa inscriptions also claim a 
connection to Kṛṣṇa’s lineage though the title Dvārāvatīpuravarēśvara, “lord of the excellent city of Dvārāvatī,” 
referring to the capital of Kṛṣṇa’s Yādavas.  This title is almost invariably included in Hoysaḷa praśastis (it appears 
in l. 66 of the Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi inscription) and may have been intended to evoke an association between Yādava 
Dvāraka or Dvārāvatī and Hoysaḷa Dōrasamudra (Srikantaiya 1918, pp. 185-186).
51 The Plates of Sōmēśvara in the Bangalore Government Museum, for instance, have a lion seal [EC (OS) IX, Bn. 
6, 1253 C.E.].  Sculptures displaying Saḷa’s fight with the tiger on temple towers consistently represent the animal as 
a lion, despite its textual representation as a tiger.  H. Heras suggested that the tiger’s lion-like appearance may be “a 
symbol of the victory of the Hoysaḷas over the Kadambas in the time of Vishṇuvardhana,” since the lion was the 
Kadamba dynasty’s emblem (Heras 1929, pp. 165-166).  Vasundhara Filliozat argues that these sculptures did not 
originate with the Hoysaḷas’ dynastic story but rather inspired it (Filliozat 2009, p. 230).
the dynasty’s first monumental temples.52  Following the account of Saḷa, the Bēlūr and 
Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi inscriptions list the names, deeds, and virtues of the Hoysaḷa monarchs who 
succeeded him, beginning with Vinayāditya and ending with the current king.  Remarkably, the 
same text — word for word, with only a few minor morphological variations — was used for the 
foundation inscription of Viṣṇuvardhana’s own temple at Bēlūr and the temple that Kētamalla 
dedicated to him at Dōrasamudra.53  Whether the words of the Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi inscription represent 
a copy of the Bēlūr inscription, or whether both texts were taken from a standard composition, 
their use in both records suggests that similar aims were involved in the establishment of the 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple in Dōrasamudra and the Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa in Bēlūr.  While royal titles and 
recounted kingly deeds are fairly consistent among the corpus of Hoysaḷa inscriptions, in most 
cases the specific words chosen to glorify the dynasty vary.  The use of identical vocabulary and 
syntax for such a large portion of the Bēlūr and Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi praśastis suggests that the patrons 
identified in each inscription — the king Viṣṇuvardhana and the merchant Kētamalla — both 
participated in a common project to create an image of Hoysaḷa sovereignty.  The texts of their 
inscriptions provided one medium through which to declare the dynasty’s glory.  Another means 
by which they proclaimed the eminence of the Hoysaḷas and the society they supported was 
through the temples themselves.
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52 Besides those of Bēlūr and Dōrasamudra, another monumental temple constructed at this time was the Kīrti-
Nārāyaṇa temple (ca. 1117) of Taḷakāḍu, the former Gaṅga capital that Viṣṇuvardhana took from Cōḻa forces (MAR 
1932, pp. 3-7; EC (NS) 5, TN 151; see chapter 2 for historical background).  
53 Compare Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi’s EC (NS) 9, Bl. 261, ll. 2–61, 66–68(middle) with Bēlūr’s EC (NS) 9, Bl. 16, ll. 
1(middle)–32, 39(end)–42.  Bl. 16 interposes additional lines within Viṣṇuvardhana’s praśasti in the portion of text 
corresponding to Bl. 261, l. 59 [Bl. 16, ll. 32(middle)–39(end)], and Bl. 261 interposes additional lines in the portion 
of text corresponding to the break between lines 40–41 in Bl. 16 [Bl. 261, ll. 61(middle)–66(beginning)].  Bl. 16, ll. 
59–61(middle) and Bl. 261, ll. 68(middle)–71(beginning) are also very similar, but there are more instances of 
interposed words in one or the other inscription.  The inscriptions’ text combines Sanskrit and Kannaḍa verse.  A 
comparative analysis of the texts and their subtle linguistic differences, and a consideration of the processes 
involved in recording the same text in two different places, would surely yield interesting insights but is beyond the 
scope of this dissertation.  
Dōrasamudra and the Creation of a Hoysaḷa Temple Style
 It has been widely recognized that architectural and sculptural forms link the Bēlūr 
Cenna-Kēśava (ca. 1117; fig. 3.17) and Haḷēbīḍ Hoysaḷēśvara (ca. 1120; fig. 3.3) temples, and set 
them apart from local precedents.  Important differences also exist between the nearly 
contemporary monuments, however, which most studies of Hoysaḷa-style temples have either 
downplayed or have not fully recognized.  While the monumental architecture and distinctive 
sculpture of both temples made a bold statement about the rising dynasty, the ways in which each 
temple did so diverged significantly.  Unlike the nearly identical royal praśastis of their 
associated inscriptions, the architectural composition and vocabulary of each temple is distinct, 
as are the rhythm and aesthetic effects of the imagery.  Whereas the Cenna-Kēśava temple of 
Bēlūr embodies an architectural modality imported from regions of the Deccan and central India 
far to the north of the Hoysaḷa kingdom, the Hoysaḷēśvara temple defies any strict modal 
categorization.  Instead, it integrates characteristics of multiple traditions with completely new 
forms, manifesting for the first time the distinct stylistic idiom of the Hoysaḷa capital.  The 
particular combination of features it exhibits was soon repeated in neighboring temples at the 
center of the city, but for a century the compositional elements of its exterior walls remained 
exclusive to Dōrasamudra; in fact, they would never fully be repeated anywhere else.
 In this section, I will begin with a discussion of the Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava temple, an 
important architectural counterpart to the Hoysaḷēśvara temple.  Consecrated three years before 
the earliest inscriptional evidence we have for the Hoysaḷēśvara, the Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava 
(Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa) temple was also an immediate precursor to Dōrasamudra’s Hoysaḷēśvara, 
probably with some years of overlap during which masons and sculptors were active at both 
temples.  After an analysis of this important precursor, I will elaborate upon the unique variety of 
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the Hoysaḷa style that sculptors and architects created for Dōrasamudra through their 
development of the sculptural and architectural forms of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s exterior.  
Here, I will bring in discussion of the now-ruined Nagarēśvara-site temples (ca. mid-12th 
century), the forms of which were remarkably similar to the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, and which 
shared its place at the center of the Hoysaḷa capital.  Following this discussion, I will consider 
Hoysaḷa-style temples of the 13th century, located throughout the kingdom’s core region in 
southern Karṇāṭaka, which seem to have been built in imitation of the capital’s stylistic variety 
but which did not fully replicate the forms of Dōrasamudra’s monumental 12th-century temples.  
Finally, I will theorize the function of the unique idiom that the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-
site temples embody, considering its significance for the greater city.
Bringing Bhūmija to Hoysaḷa Country: The Beginnings of a Hoysaḷa Style at Bēlūr
 In chapter 1, I discussed the general features and development of the Hoysaḷa style, of 
which the Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava and Haḷēbīḍ Hoysaḷēśvara temples are considered to be the 
earliest examples.  With their multi-pointed stellate plans, the plinths that elevate them above the 
ground, and the visually prominent figural imagery that dominates their exterior walls, the two 
temples share a number of characteristics with temples found in regions to the north of the 
Hoysaḷa domain.  These features specifically link these foundational buildings of the Hoysaḷa 
style with temples built during the late 10th–12th centuries throughout the Deccan and Mālava 
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(see map 1), which manifest the architectural mode that contemporaneous vāstu śāstras 
(architectural treatises) designate as Bhūmija.54  
 Viṣṇuvardhana’s temple in Bēlūr bears a particularly strong resemblance to Bhūmija 
temples (fig. 3.19), as does the neighboring Kappe-Cennigarāya temple sponsored at the same 
time by the chief queen Śāntalādēvi.55  Because these temples’ original śikharas (towers) do not 
survive, their Bhūmija identification has until recently escaped most modern observers, as the 
most conspicuous feature of the mode is its distinctive superstructure.  A Bhūmija tower is 
composed of miniature śikhara models, which are arranged in neatly stacked rows and divided 
into vertical sections.  These sections are delineated by flat bands that correspond to each central 
projection of the vimāna’s walls below.  Such a tower once crowned the Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava 
temple; photographed in the 19th century before its removal by the Mysore Archaeological 
Department, the 18th-century replacement is likely to have replicated the forms — or at least the 
mode — of the original superstructure (fig. 3.18).56  Even without their towers, the forms that 
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54 For a survey of Bhūmija temples, along with a discussion of relevant textual references, see Deva 1975.  Dhaky 
(1977, pp. 3-5, 18-20) discusses the Bhūmija mode with respect to 11th-13th-century Karṇāṭaka, both in temple 
imagery and with reference to an inscription from the Kuppatūr Koṭīśvara temple (ca. late 12th century); he does 
not, however, recognize the connection between the Bhūmija mode and the development of the Hoysaḷa style.  
Hardy (1995, p. 288; 2007, p. 189), and Foekema (2003b, pp. 66-67) identify the Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava temple as 
Bhūmija, although they sometimes substitute the term Nāgara, which refers to a broader modal category of northern 
Indian temple architecture.  Del Bontà (1978, pp. 3-4, 40, 59-60, 69-73) also uses the term Nāgara in his discussion 
of the northern features of Hoysaḷa-style temples, but the temples he cites in comparison are all Bhūmija.  Although 
not all Bhūmija temples have a jagatī (plinth), this common Nāgara feature appears in some.  The stellate plan is not 
universal to Bhūmija temples, but it is found in some of the most prominent temples of the mode.  
55 Foekema 2003b, p. 67.  Although the Kappe-Cennigarāya temple has no exterior imagery, the contours of its plan 
— which closely correspond, on a smaller scale, to those of the Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa/Cenna-Kēśava temple — follow a 
Bhūmija layout.  While today’s Cenna-Kēśava temple was originally called the “Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa,” it appears that 
the Kappe-Cennigarāya was called “Cenna-Kēśava” during the Hoysaḷa period.  Along with these two temples, the 
foundation inscription of the Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa temple names a Lakṣmī-Nārāyaṇa temple, thought to be today’s Vīra-
Nārāyaṇa, in the western part of the compound (Narasimhachar 1919, p. 16).  
56 Del Bontà 1978, pp. 71-72.  Hardy 1995, p. 288.  Foekema 2003b, p. 66.  It is not clear when the Bēlūr Cenna-
Kēśava’s tower was dismantled, but in his discussion of the feature in a 1919 monograph on the temple, R. 
Narasimhachar remarked that by then it had “now disappeared altogether” (Narasimhachar 1919, p. 16).
compose the vimānas of the royally sponsored temples at Bēlūr adhere to Bhūmija norms, with 
exterior walls formed by starkly defined, column-like sections that rise from the radiating points 
of their plans.  On the king’s temple, as on many Bhūmija temples, these wall segments bear 
large, centrally placed images of deities, along with smaller images of enshrined figures near the 
base.  
 While Bhūmija temples seem to have originated with the Paramāras in Mālava during the 
second half of the 10th century,57  the mode was employed across central and western India, as far 
north as Rajasthan and, before appearing at Bēlūr, as far south as the northernmost part of 
Karṇāṭaka.58  Although at the beginning of the 12th century considerable distance stood between 
this region and the Hoysaḷa kingdom, evidence for travel between the two suggests that many 
individuals would have been familiar with both.  Presumably, members of the Hoysaḷa court 
would have seen the Bhūmija temples of northern Karṇāṭaka during visits to their overlords in 
Kalyāṇa.  The late 11th-century military conflict between the Cāḷukyas and the Paramāras 
brought Eṟeyaṅga, the crown-prince of the rising Hoysaḷa state, into contact with the region 
considered to be the birthplace of Bhūmija temples.59  The prevalence of inscriptions associated 
with mercantile organizations attests to well developed trade networks that would have 
connected the regions at least by the 11th century,60 and the establishment of new temples 
frequently called for the recruitment of scholars and priests who came from locations across the 
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57 Deva draws on both textual and archaeological evidence to argue for this origin (1975, pp. 90-96, esp. p. 94).
58 See Deva’s (1975) survey; see also Hardy 2007, pp. 188-191.
59 Del Bontà (1978, p. 70) cites the Hoysaḷa-Paramāra encounter in relation to the southward transmission of 
northern architectural elements.  See chapter 2 of this dissertation for a brief overview of this encounter.
60 Abraham 1988, esp. Appendix A (pp. 183-242).
subcontinent.61  The geographical distribution of artists’ signatures and inscriptional references to 
their cities of origin also attest to the movement of sculptors from central Karṇāṭaka to the core 
territory of the Hoysaḷas, beginning with the construction of Viṣṇuvardhana’s temple at Bēlūr.62  
Considering these factors together, the Hoysaḷa world of the early 12th century emerges as one in 
which professional travel was common among individuals whose work served the elite.
 The transmission of the Bhūmija mode to Hoysaḷa country through the royally sponsored 
temples at Bēlūr must have involved the participation of many well-traveled individuals, from 
the king and queen to the architects and craftspeople they employed.  The decision to use this 
specific mode must also have involved a range of motives.  One of the most salient emerges if we 
look to the capital of the Hoysaḷas’ overlords — or erstwhile overlords — the Cāḷukyas of 
Kaḷyāṇa.  Although not a single Later Cāḷukya-period temple remains at Basavakalyāṇ (Bidar 
Dt.), the present-day town identified with the Cāḷukya capital, those that survive in its 
surrounding region display Bhūmija features strikingly similar to those of the Bēlūr Vijaya-
Nārāyaṇa temple.63  Gerard Foekema has argued that these surviving temples represent the 
prevalent mode of temple architecture built in and around Kalyāṇa by the 12th century, and that 
Viṣṇuvardhana’s commission of a “large and sumptuous” temple at Bēlūr in emulation of these 
temples was intended to “challenge” his Cāḷukya suzerain.64  The argument for ascribing 
political significance to the Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa temple is buttressed by its name, “Nārāyaṇa of 
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61 Liceria 1987, esp. p. 124.
62 Settar 1973.
63 Hardy 1995, p. 288; 2007, p. 189.  Foekema 2003b, pp. 66-67.  Eaton and Wagoner (forthcoming, chapter 1, 
typescript pp. 15-17) argue compellingly that the Later Cāḷukya-period temple in Nārāyaṇpur, a town approximately 
4 km. southeast of the fort at Basavakalyāṇ, was in fact part of the former city of Kalyāṇa.
64 Foekema 2003b, pp. 63-67, 72.  See also Hardy 2007, p. 189.  
Victory,” and by the Hoysaḷa dynastic history and kingly praśasti presented in its foundation 
inscription.  
 The plan of the temple may also be politically meaningful.  Although not all Bhūmija 
temples are stellate,65 Krishna Deva has argued that such a layout was “preferred for royal 
foundations,” since the textual description of such plans in the Samarāṅgaṇa Sutradhāra, an 
11th-century architectural treatise from Mālava, are replete with references to kings.66  If Deva is 
correct about the kingly associations of a Bhūmija stellate plan, then the choice of such a plan for 
the temples commissioned by Viṣṇuvardhana and Śāntalādēvi in Bēlūr cannot be a coincidence.  
Built at the moment when Hoysaḷa inscriptions established a divine lunar descent for the dynasty 
and stopped acknowledging the suzerainty of the Cāḷukyas, the use of architectural forms suited 
for kings also would have contributed to the Hoysaḷas’ self-representation as an independent 
polity.  The choice of a similarly stellate — though not strictly Bhūmija67 — layout for the 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple may have had similar political implications.  Although its sponsorship was 
not primarily royal, its dedication to the king and its prominence within the royal capital would 
have been politically meaningful.  Until the 13th century, only the monumental temples of Bēlūr 
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65 Bhūmija alternatives to the stellate plan include a “stepped diamond” plan with diagonally oriented verticals 
between each orthogonal side, and the “aṣṭha-bhadra” plan, characterized by reentrant corners (karṇas) between 
eight bhadra projections (see Deva 1975, pp. 94-97; Hardy 2007, pp. 118-119).
66 Deva 1975, p. 96.
67 As I will discuss below, the Hoysaḷēśvara temple embodies an innovative combination of forms deriving from 
both the Bhūmija and the Vēsara modes, along with new features seen in neither.
and Dōrasamudra employed a stellate plan, while temples built elsewhere in the Hoysaḷa 
kingdom maintained the bhadra-based layout of their Vēsara precursors (figs. 3.21, 3.23).68 
 If Viṣṇuvardhana and his cohort wanted to appropriate — and perhaps even upstage — 
the temple forms of the Cāḷukya metropole, then they may have recruited architects and sculptors 
from the area to work in the rising cities of the Hoysaḷas.  Foekema argues that this was the case 
at least for sculptors, noting stylistic similarities between sculpture from the Kalyāṇa region and 
that of the earliest Hoysaḷa commissions, particularly the Hoysaḷēśvara temple.69  Although it is 
not clear that the specific examples Foekema cites as sources for a Hoysaḷa sculptural style 
precede the earliest Hoysaḷa-style temples in Bēlūr and Dōrasamudra,70 the striking resemblance 
between the facial features and decorative details of their figural imagery does provide evidence 
for the migration of sculptors between the two regions.  Inscriptions confirm that artists migrated 
to Hoysaḷa cities from various locations between the Hoysaḷa homeland and the Cāḷukya capital, 
contributing their skills to the architectural commissions of the rising dynasty.71  Even in the 
absence of Hoysaḷa inscriptions recording the names of architects and artists from the area 
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68 See chapter 1 for my discussion of the Vēsara mode in Hoysaḷa-period temples.  Other than the the royally 
sponsored temples of Bēlūr and the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, the Nagarēśvara-site temples (ca. mid-12th century) and 
Kēdārēśvara temple (ca. 1200–1220) of Dōrasamudra employ a stellate plan.  I will discuss these temples in greater 
detail below (see also chapter 5 for further discussion of the royally sponsored Kēdārēśvara temple).  The ruined 
Hūcēśvara temple to the south of the Hoysaḷēśvara, which is built on a smaller scale than the others I have 
mentioned, also displays a stellate plan.  A detailed discussion of this temple, about which we have very little 
information, is not within the scope of this dissertation, but I will briefly return to it below.
69 Foekema 2003a, vol. 1, pp. 226-8; 2004, pp. 70-71.
70 Foekema cites the Kēdārēśvara temple at Dharmapuri as “a strong argument for our opinion that the first Hoysaḷa 
temples derive from the contemporaneous temples in the Kalyāna region,” but also indicates that the temple seems 
to date to ca. 1125 C.E. (2003a, vol. 1, pp. 226-8).  He also compares the Jalsiṅgvī Mahādēva, which bears an 
inscription from the reign period of Cāḷukya Vikramāditya VI (1076–1127) but cannot be dated more specifically 
within that range of time (Foekema 2003a, vol. 1, pp. 401-404).  Earlier, Susan Huntington also suggested that a 
female figure the Jalsiṅgvī Mahādēva temple, with her rich sartorial adornment, “anticipates many of the carvings of 
the Hoysaḷa dynasty” (Huntington 1985, p. 547).
71 Settar 1973, pp. 419-422; 1992, pp. 97-101; 2000, pp. 181-184.  Collyer 1990, pp. 69-75.  
around Kalyāṇa, the architectural forms and sculptural details of the Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa (Cenna-
Kēśava) and Hoysaḷēśvara temples suggest the presence of such individuals in Bēlūr and 
Dōrasamudra during the reign of Viṣṇuvardhana, working along with the artists from Gadag, 
Lokkiguṇḍi, and Baḷḷigāve who recorded their names for posterity.
 While the artists of Bēlūr’s Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa temple worked within the architectural 
framework of the Bhūmija mode, and although some may have been trained in the far north of 
Karṇāṭaka, for the sculptural adornment of the walls they also drew on imagery derived from 
more localized conventions of temple architecture.  Perhaps the most pronounced adaptation of 
the Bhūmija mode is the prominent representation of various types of temple towers, placed 
above many of the large figures that mark each segment of the exterior wall (figs. 3.17, 3.20).  
The conspicuous position of this architectural imagery and the attention devoted to representing 
different temple forms must have been informed by Vēsara temples, with which the Bēlūr artists 
would have been familiar.  Other figural panels on the Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa temple are framed by 
garlands topped with kīrtimukhas (lion-like “face of glory” motifs), a compositional device that 
is also common to the region.  By integrating these local forms into the sculptural space of the 
Bhūmija walls — and, importantly, by including large-scale figures on these walls, for the first 
time in southern Karṇāṭaka — sculptors at Bēlūr created the framework for a new style that 
artists would subsequently develop throughout Hoysaḷa country.
Integrating Architecture and Sculpture at Dōrasamudra: The Hoysaḷēśvara and 
Nagarēśvara-site Temples, 12th Century
 While Hoysaḷa-sponsored architects largely followed northern Bhūmija models to design 
the temples commissioned by Viṣṇuvardhana and Śāntalādēvi in Bēlūr, for Dōrasamudra’s 
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Hoysaḷēśvara temple they drew on both Bhūmija and Vēsara principles, and worked with 
sculptors to develop a wall seen in neither mode.  As at Bēlūr and in other royally sponsored 
Bhūmija temples, the Hoysaḷēśvara temple incorporates a stellate plan.  However, rather than 
giving the impression of radially arranged pillars to which images of deities and their attendants 
have been applied, as seen in the Bēlūr Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa (Cenna-Kēśava), the walls that rise 
from the points of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s vimāna appear as a vast field of sculpture.  Imagery 
extends without interruption across the zigzagging undulations that form the body of the temple, 
angled to enhance the dramatic effects of each day’s changing light on the high relief (figs. 3.1–
3.5).  
 Above the friezes and figural panels that comprise the central, most visually prominent 
section of the exterior wall, Vēsara elements are most apparent in the upper part of the temple’s 
elevation.  The highest of the three main divisions of the exterior wall is articulated as a Vēsara 
wall would be, with kūṭa-stambhas at the center of each face, and slender pilasters, bearing 
slightly bulbous capitals decorated with heart-shaped leaf motifs, marking each corner (figs. 
3.21, 3.22).72  Further up, the temple’s towers are also likely to have been planned according to 
Vēsara conventions, as we see in surviving superstructures of 13th-century temples that adopt the 
architectural pattern established by the Hoysaḷēśvara temple (fig. 3.43).  Between the Bhūmija 
and the Vēsara, then, lies what is uniquely Hoysaḷa, its integration of architectural and sculptural 
forms creating a dynamic vision of a divine abode inclusive of all gods and goddesses.
 The combination of angled walls and high sculptural relief on the Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa 
temple at Bēlūr also produces a certain sense of dynamism, but its overall effect is less dramatic 
than that of Dōrasamudra’s largest temple.  The Hoysaḷēśvara was the first temple to be so 
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72 See also figs. 1.18, 5.36.
encrusted with sculpture that it becomes integral to the wall, unconstrained by any structure 
external to itself.  Whereas the images on the exterior of Viṣṇuvardhana’s temple at Bēlūr adorn 
the architectural parts onto which they have been sculpted, and are fixed within the pilasters and 
moldings that comprise and articulate the temple’s exterior walls, the Hoysaḷēśvara’s building 
blocks are themselves sculptures.  Very few flat surfaces remain, and each block’s exterior 
corners dissolve into sculptural forms as figures’ limbs, weapons, clothing, and sometimes even 
entire bodies defy the surface area with which the sculptors began.  Extending into the space of 
the image carved onto the adjacent face of the stone, each figural composition is framed not by 
architectural forms, such as pilasters or other moldings, but by the sculptural forms of its own 
body or those of accompanying figures, and by the lush foliage that shelters its head and 
separates its base from the friezes below.
 Such a treatment of the figural panels forming the central section of the exterior wall 
seems to have been limited to temples built in Dōrasamudra during the 12th century.  In Hoysaḷa-
style temples built elsewhere during this period, such as the Būcēśvara at Koravaṅgala (ca. 1173; 
fig. 3.23), images stay within the confines of the architecturally defined segments of the wall that 
they adorn.73  Chapter 1 has shown that the designs of these temples also follow Vēsara 
conventions more closely than the design of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple does, as their walls retain 
the prominent images of temple towers and the pilaster-defined, staggered bhadra projections 
and recesses that characterize that mode of temple architecture.  Moreover, as others have 
previously noticed, the series of friezes below the figural panels, which appear for the first time 
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73 MAR 1933, pp. 45-52.  
on the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, seem not to have been repeated in Hoysaḷa-style temples built 
outside Dōrasamudra until the 13th century.74
 Within the capital, however, the new sculptural style that had been created for the 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple was repeated in the temples that were built on today’s Nagarēśvara site, 
located almost directly west of the Hoysaḷēśvara and sharing its place at the center of the city’s 
prominent eastern zone.  All that remains of the ruined temples today are their foundations, along 
with some of the friezes that formed the base of their tripartite sculptural elevation, and a few 
empty pīṭhas (pedestals) located in what were once the temples’ interiors (figs. 3.24–3.26).  
During the 19th and early 20th centuries, however, a number of large figural blocks still seem to 
have stood at the site, and excavations carried out during the 1980s yielded additional sculptures 
that had previously been buried.75  Most of the loose sculptures that were found at the site are 
now dispersed among museum collections throughout India and Europe, and several were 
embedded into the walls of Haḷēbīḍ’s Kēdārēśvara temple during its restoration at the beginning 
of the 20th century (figs. 3.27, 3.31, 3.35).76  Sculptures from the ruin also appear to have been 
used in the post-Hoysaḷa mukha-maṇḍapas (open frontal halls) of the Raṅganātha, 
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74 Del Bontà 1978, pp. 63, 78, 80-88, 97.  Settar 1992, vol. 1, p. 158.  Foekema 2003b, pp. 66, 70-71.
75 MAR 1930, pp. 50-51.  IAR 1985-86, p. 43; 1986-87, p. 42.  MAR 1930 discusses the Nagarēśvara site under the 
heading “Panchalingesvara Temple” but uses the name “Nagarêśvara temple” in this discussion.  Earlier sources also 
refer to a Pañcaliṅgēśvara temple at the site (e.g., MAR 1911, p. 10 (para. 23); Srikantaiya 1918, p. 194), but this 
seems to be a misidentification based on the presence of multiple mounds at the ruin prior to its excavation.  I have 
not found evidence that any of the Nagarēśvara-site temples was a Pañcaliṅgēśvara temple, i.e., a temple enshrining 
five (pañca) liṅgas.
76 Museum collections with sculptures from the Nagarēśvara temple site include the ASI’s Archaeological Museum 
at Haḷēbīḍ, the Karṇāṭaka State Government Museums in Bangalore and Hassan, the Indian Museum in Kolkaṭa (see 
MAR 1947-1956, p. 48), the National Museum in New Delhi, the Archaeological Museum at Mysore University, and 
the National Museum of Denmark in Copenhagen (see Settar 1975a).  Although I have not been able to find records 
pertaining directly to the Kēdārēśvara temple’s restoration, sources post-dating the restoration refer to its use of 
sculptures from the Nagarēśvara site (Srikantaiya 1918, p. 194; MAR 1930, p. 50).  See chapter 5 of this dissertation 
for further discussion of the Kēdārēśvara temple’s complicated restoration.
Kumbaḷēśvara, and Kariyamma temples in the northern part of Haḷēbīḍ (see fig. 6.8), in the later 
Lakkaṇṇa-Vīraṇṇa temple just outside Dōrasamudra’s southern fort wall, and in the Āṇḍāḷ shrine 
of Bēlūr’s Cenna-Kēśava compound (figs. 3.28, 3.32, 3.36; A.4, A.5).77  
 The stylistic affinities the Nagarēśvara-site materials share with sculptures from the 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple suggest that the same workshops — and presumably some of the same 
artists — contributed to both.  In all likelihood, sculptors would have turned to the project at the 
Nagarēśvara site once their work for the Hoysaḷēśvara temple was finished.  If this was indeed 
the case, then the date of at least one of the temples in the Nagarēśvara compound would most 
likely fall at some point during the second quarter of the 12th century.  Although no inscriptions 
are known to have been found at the site to confirm the names and dates of the temples that stood 
there, one of them may have been the Māṇikēśvara, which received a large land grant from a 
collective group of jewel merchants in 1136 C.E.78  This date accords with the style seen in most 
sculptures from the Nagarēśvara ruin and, being sixteen years later than the latest possible date 
for the Hoysaḷēśvara’s foundation, is consistent with the theory that the same artists were 
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77 See Appendix II for arguments that sculptures in the Bēlūr Āṇḍāḷ shrine were brought from the Nagarēśvara site at 
Haḷēbīḍ.  The Āṇḍāḷ shrine most likely dates to the 16th or 17th century, so the Nagarēśvara-site temples must have 
been in ruin by this time.  The cause and precise timeframe of their ruination remain unknown, as do the dates of the 
post-Hoysaḷa temples and temple additions within Haḷēbīḍ.  In a future project, I intend to look in greater detail at 
post-Hoysaḷa architectural activities at Haḷēbīḍ and the reuse of Hoysaḷa-period architectural materials in the region.  
A few of the sculptures now displayed in the northern prākāra of the Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava temple compound also 
seem to have come from Haḷēbīḍ’s Nagarēśvara site; perhaps these were once reused in another one of the post-
Hoysaḷa structures within the temple’s compound, many of which were dismantled in the early 20th century (see 
MAR 1936, p. 18; MAR 1944, p. 13.)  Narasimhachar 1919 (Pl. II) shows the full plan of the Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava 
compound before the removal of any structures (also reproduced in Branfoot 2007a, fig. 5).
78 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 328 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 117].  The large stele containing this inscription is now in Haḷēbīḍ’s 
Archaeological Museum (acc. no. 530).  EC (NS) 9 calls the original find-spot of the inscription “Gummatīra-
tiṭṭu” [first recorded as “Gummatirea tiṭṭu” in EC (OS) V (1902)], but the location of this place within Haḷēbīḍ seems 
to have been forgotten.  None of the residents or archaeologists I asked about the place knew where it was, and I 
have not found any references to it outside of EC.  As the term tiṭṭu denotes a mound or hillock, the name could 
plausibly refer to the mound of the Nagarēśvara ruin; however, this identification is not certain.  It is also possible 
that the inscription was moved from its original place; without more detailed information about its archaeological 
context this is impossible to determine.
employed for both projects.  The Ballāḷa-II-period (1173–1220) grant to Nakarēśvara, likely to 
have been another temple of the Nagarēśvara site, may indicate continued work at the compound, 
perhaps begun during the mid-12th century or early in Ballāḷa’s reign.79  Whenever the work was 
executed, the sculpted blocks that are likely to have formed its walls belong to the 12th-century 
tradition of Dōrasamudra’s monumental temples.
 The image panels from the Nagarēśvara site are principally identifiable by their size (the 
blocks range in height from approximately 135–150 cm. and are larger than those of most 
temples)80 and by the scrolling vine motif that adorns the bases of most.81  These two features 
relate the sculptures to their counterparts on the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, where the blocks of the 
principal image panels are even larger, measuring approximately 165 cm. in height,82 and bear a 
similar, though slightly narrower, vine motif at the base.83  What gives the Nagarēśvara panels 
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79 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 330 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 119].  This inscription refers to the rule of Vīra-Ballāḷa (II) but gives no 
specific date.  It was found at the same place as the Māṇikēśvara inscription (see previous footnote) and it names the 
same lineage of Kāḷāmukha gurus named in the Māṇikēśvara temple’s inscription (see chapter 5, pp. 227-228, for 
further discussion).  The similarity of the temple’s name, Nakarēśvara, to the present name of the Nagarēśvara site 
further supports the identification of this temple and the related Māṇikēśvara temple with the Nagarēśvara site.
80 It is likely that the figural panels with heights on the extreme ends of this range came from different temples 
within the Nagarēśvara compound, which along with the three principle temples on axis with one another, seems to 
have included at least one or two additional temples.  In addition, some variation in height occurs even among the 
figural panels of a single temple, as different parts of the wall may require blocks of different dimensions.
81 MAR 1930 points to the “running creeper-scroll, about nine inches [22 cm.] wide,” as an identifying feature of the 
Nagarēśvara images that are now part of the Kēdārēśvara temple (p. 50).  The bases of the image panels that once 
belonged to the Nagarēśvara site do not invariably bear this scrolling vine motif; some are adorned with 
kīrtimukhas, and a few bear imagery that connects with the deity above.
82 Some variation is also found in the dimensions of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s figural panels.  Because the temple is 
intact and these sculptural blocks are not easily accessible, I have not been able to measure as large a sample as I 
have for the detached Nagarēśvara blocks.  Using a laser measuring tool (the Prexiso X2), I have attempted to 
measure the heights of a few figural panels, but the readings have not been reliably precise.  The average height, 
however, seems to be approximately 165 cm.  See Appendix I for a comparative look at the heights of figural blocks 
and adhiṣṭānas within a sample of Hoysaḷa-style temples.
83 The vine bases of the Hoysaḷēśvara’s figural panels measure approximately 15-16 cm. in height (this figure is 
more reliable than the panels’ total height, as I was able to access the bases with a tape measure), whereas those 
from the Nagarēśvara site range from 20-28 cm.
the greatest resemblance to those of the Hoysaḷēśvara, however, is the way that sculpture 
dominates every inch of space on the surface into which each image has been carved.  Like the 
Hoysaḷēśvara’s exterior images, those found at the Nagarēśvara site are integral to the blocks of 
schist used to build the temple.  Executed in a detailed high relief, their dynamic, complex 
compositions merge with those of adjacent images, unbound by architectural imagery or forms.
 A comparison between four images of Varāha (Viṣṇu’s boar incarnation, conventionally 
represented with a boar’s head and a man’s body) — two from the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, one on 
the southern half (figs. 3.29, 3.33) and the other on the northern half (figs. 3.30, 3.34), and two 
from the Nagarēśvara site, one now in the eastern wall of Haḷēbīḍ’s Kēdārēśvara temple (figs. 
3.31, 3.35) and the other on the southern side of the Bēlūr Āṇḍāḷ shrine (figs. 3.32, 3.36)84 — 
illustrates the similar compositional principles that artists applied in creating the figural panels 
for each temple.  As we will see, even in images that exhibit a lesser degree of sculptural density, 
such as the northern Hoysaḷēśvara Varāha, the design of the temples’ large corner blocks aimed at 
dynamic figural compositions that push the boundaries of the surfaces onto which they were 
carved.
 In all four examples, as is typical for Hoysaḷa-style images of the boar incarnation, 
Varāha is represented as vanquisher of the asura (“anti-god,” or demon) Hiraṇyākṣa, who had 
been threatening the city of the gods.85  The triumphantly striding boar tramples his foe, who lies 
on his side at the bottom of the composition, while the earth goddess, Bhūdēvī, sits perched on 
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84 The Varāha panel that is now built into the Bēlūr Āṇḍāḷ shrine contains a mason’s mark.  The image adjacent to 
the Nagarēśvara/Kēdārēśvara Varāha (depicting a dancing Śiva), and sharing its block of stone, is signed maba 
maḍidā (“Maba made [this]”).  It is likely that Maba also carved the Nagarēśvara/Kēdārēśvara Varāha image.
85 Gopinatha Rao 1914, vol. 1, pp. 131-132, 143-144.  
Varāha’s left shoulder, signaling his other identity as rescuer of the Earth from the ocean at the 
time when it submerged the entire universe.86  In the southern Hoysaḷēśvara image (fig. 3.29) and 
in the Nagarēśvara image now in the Bēlūr Āṇḍāḷ shrine (fig. 3.32), Varāha has ten arms holding 
various weapons (some are now broken), two of which attack an asura companion of 
Hiraṇyākṣa: the elephant goad (aṅkuśa) prods his mouth (Hoysaḷēśvara) or chin (Nagarēśvara/
Āṇḍāḷ shrine), while the sword (khaḍga) stabs his torso, causing his entrails to spill from his 
wound in the southern Hoysaḷēśvara image.  Under Varāha’s feet are Hiraṇyākṣa, the most likely 
identification of the largest asura figure whose head Varāha tramples, and another demon in his 
cohort; in both images, they cross into the space of the border below with their hands and 
necklaces or with their swords.87  In the other two images, on the northern half of the 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple (fig. 3.30) and in the Nagarēśvara panel now on the Kēdārēśvara temple 
(fig. 3.31), Varāha has eight arms and Hiraṇyākṣa is the only asura depicted; in the northern 
Hoysaḷēśvara image Varāha steps on his leg and arm, whereas in the Nagarēśvara/Kēdārēśvara 
image the smaller asura chief simply lies, defeated, between Varāha’s striding feet.  With fewer 
arms, weapons, and figures in these panels than in the other two, the sense of frenzy is somewhat 
diminished.  However, the artists who carved the panels maintained a visual dynamism through 
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86 In his discussion of the Varāha panel now in the Āṇḍāḷ shrine at Bēlūr, Gopinatha Rao simply calls this goddess 
Devī, implying perhaps Lakṣmī, Viṣṇu’s primary consort, since he identifies another figure, which stands in the 
lower right corner, as Bhūmidēvi (1914, vol. 1, p. 144).  Both Lakṣmī and Bhūdēvī (i.e., Bhūmidēvi) may carry a 
lotus and a vessel (Gopinatha Rao 1914, vol. 1, pp. 372-376), the objects associated with the goddess carried by 
Varāha in Hoysaḷa-style images.  Because of the Purāṇic story that tells of Viṣṇu lifting the earth from the ocean, 
however, and the common iconography of this act, the identification of this goddess as Bhūdevī seems more 
plausible.  For a discussion of Varāha imagery associated with the rescue of Bhūdevī from the ocean, see Gopinatha 
Rao 1914, vol. 1, pp. 128-143.
87 Gopinatha Rao identifies the smaller figure whom Varāha stabs as Hiraṇyākṣa, and the figures below Varāha’s feet 
simply as asuras (1914, vol. 1, p. 144), but other Hoysaḷa-style Varāha images representing only one asura (which 
must be Hiraṇyākṣa) place that figure below the god’s feet.  It seems likely that the place of Hiraṇyākṣa in Varāha’s 
iconography would be consistent among Hoysaḷa-style images, and that we should identify the trampled figure as 
Hiraṇyākṣa regardless of the presence of other asura figures.  Gopinatha Rao (as cited above) points to the figures’ 
bulging eyes and fangs to identify them as asuras.
the multiple compositional diagonals that crisscross throughout the image.  Further enhancing 
the sense of activity are the sashes tied to Varāha’s waist, which fill the lower spaces of each 
panel and are represented in a wavy pattern, so that the strips of fabric appear to flutter in the 
wind produced by the Boar’s movement.
 Combined with their large size, the compositional dynamism, visual detail, and sculptural 
finesse of the four Varāha panels from Dōrasamudra produce an especially powerful impression 
on the viewer.  Contemporary figural panels from Bēlūr and elsewhere tend to be smaller, and 
those representing the same subject appear less dynamic than their counterparts from the capital, 
as fewer intersecting diagonals govern the compositions (figs. 3.20, 3.23a).88  Even the more 
dynamic images on the walls of these same temples have a less forceful visual effect than the 
larger sculptures from the walls of the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples.  The 
difference in size alone has much to do with the strength of the viewer’s response to the images, 
but equally important to the figural panels of Dōrasamudra’s monumental temples of the 12th 
century is the imagery’s extension beyond all obvious borders, and the resulting dominance of 
sculptural form over the architectural entity into which it is integrated. 
 One way that artists achieved this effect was to carve extremely deeply into the block of 
stone with which they began.  The resulting high relief approaches sculpture in the round, with 
elements of the composition projecting past the plane of the wall and into the space of the viewer 
standing below.  High relief figural panels with projecting forms approaching freestanding 
sculpture was not unique to Dōrasamudra in the 12th century, although the larger size of the 
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88 The only figural blocks I have found of a comparable size that may have originated outside of Dōrasamudra are 
now found within post-Hoysaḷa structures of the Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava compound, detached from their original 
architectural context(s) (figs. A.7–A.9).  Although their size is notable — at approximately 165 cm. their height is 
comparable to the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s figural panels — they do not exhibit the same dynamism or sculptural 
quality that I describe as the hallmark of Dōrasamudra’s 12th-century temples.  See Appendix II for further 
discussion.
images there perhaps led the artists at the capital to carve further into the stone so that the 
sculptures would not appear proportionally flatter.  In addition to reaching outward, elements of 
the figural panels’ compositions often extend downward into the base, as with the asuras’ hands, 
swords, and necklaces from the Varāha panels of the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples.  
Hoysaḷa-style artists exercised such compositional freedom wherever they worked, however, and 
temples across the kingdom were adorned with sculptures that push the limits of their pictorial 
space by crossing into their lower borders.
 What is unique to the figural panels from the Hoysaḷēśvara temple and Nagarēśvara site, 
and what is key to their overall visual effect, is the sculptural treatment of the outward-facing 
corners of the blocks of stone onto which they are carved (figs. 3.33–3.36).  The composition of 
each image extends not only outward and downward, but also beyond the lateral edges of the 
basic rectangular framework created by each face of the block.  Where adjacent images meet in 
the walls’ principal outer corners, the linear corner of the stone — and therefore a corner of the 
temple’s wall — is buried beneath a vertically aligned succession of sculptural forms that meet at 
the common edge of the two compositions.  Some artists evidently executed this type of 
sculptural corner more effectively than others, but nearly all the large corner stones from the 
Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples contain some element that unites the block’s 
contiguous images.  For the smaller intermediate corners, projecting from a recessed space 
between the primary outer corners or forming transitions between distinct sections of the 
temple’s walls, the corner of the block is usually transformed into a single figure that faces the 
diagonal or turns toward an adjacent image (see fig. 3.3).
 Turning back to the four Varāhas, the blocks of the southern Hoysaḷēśvara and the 
Nagarēśvara/Kēdārēśvara panels exhibit particularly sculptural corners (figs. 3.33, 3.35).  In 
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both, pictorial fields converge as the limbs, weapons, and subsidiary figures of the Varāha abut 
those of the adjacent figural composition in a solid succession of irregular contours that only 
barely suggest the even line from which they were carved.  Viewing each figural panel even from 
a frontal vantage point, knees, elbows, and attributes belonging to the adjoining image are visible 
(figs. 3.29, 3.31).  Some compositional elements face the diagonal, effecting a certain amount of 
visual ambiguity regarding the side to which they properly belong.  The shield-bearing arm of 
the dancing Śiva adjacent to the Nagarēśvara/Kēdārēśvara Varāha presents one such example.  
Centered on the common edge of the two compositions, the arm lies in both pictorial spaces, 
seeming to belong equally to both deities until a count of each god’s eight arms clarifies the 
ambiguity.
 The corners of the blocks containing the northern Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara/Āṇḍāḷ 
shrine Varāhas also compositionally link their two adjoining images, but because fewer 
sculptural elements traverse the corner, they maintain more of a straight edge than those seen in 
blocks of the other two Varāha panels (figs. 3.34, 3.36).  Not only do fewer sculptural forms line 
their corners, but those that do come from only one of the two compositions sharing the common 
block of stone, keeping the other composition within the lateral borders of its own side.  By 
contrast, in the southern Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara/Kēdārēśvara examples, the corners are 
packed with elements that emerge from both sides, creating a more complex line of interweaving 
forms.
 The most sparsely treated corner of the four examples is that of the northern Hoysaḷēśvara 
Varāha.  Even as the Boar’s shield and sashes push against the edge of the panel, none of the 
composition’s elements cross over the corner to the space of the eight-armed goddess represented 
in the adjacent figural panel (fig. 3.37).  At the border they share, the vertical edge that in most 
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blocks lies buried beneath sculptural forms is exposed, albeit inset, above and below the two 
arms of the goddess (one of which is broken) that reach past her own pictorial space to approach 
that of the Boar (fig. 3.34).  A drummer accompanying the goddess turns to face the diagonal, 
further bridging the two images if not completely uniting them.  In the Nagarēśvara/Āṇḍāḷ shrine 
example, the feet of a fallen asura from the Varāha composition provide a more effective 
connection between the two adjacent images, reaching around the corner to enter the space of the 
Trivikrama image that shares the Varāha panel’s block of stone (fig. 3.36).
 Stepping back from these individual sculptural blocks for a wider view of the temples 
into which they were built, we can see the effects that their carvings had on the temples’ overall 
appearance (figs. 3.1, 3.3).  Although it is no longer possible to see the architectural context of 
the figural panels from the temples of the Nagarēśvara site, in all likelihood their walls would 
have strongly resembled those of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple.  Not only do their exterior sculptures 
exhibit many of the same characteristics, stemming from common artistic techniques; the 
foundations and friezes that remain at the Nagarēśvara site are laid out according to stellate plans 
similar to each side of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple (figs. 3.6, 3.24).  In the Hoysaḷēśvara, the 
merging of images produced by the sculptural corners of the large figural blocks gives rise to the 
appearance of a continuous band of sculpture that stretches across the expanse of the temple, 
blurring the boundaries between the individual faces of the building blocks that form the wall’s 
outer layer.  This visual continuity is carried through in the friezes below the large figural panels, 
the edges of which artists also transformed into sculptural imagery:  At many corner points of the 
zigzagging walls, two elephants face each other, a lion looks outward, kīrtimukhas bridge two 
segments of a scrolling vine, horses battle or leap from one facet of the wall to the next, figures 
portray their busy narrative without interruption, the swirling forms of makaras’ tails or mouths 
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blend together, and the curves of haṃsas’ tails and bodies replace the sharp turns of the angled 
stone (see fig. 3.9).  The friezes that remain at the Nagarēśvara site are similarly continuous, their 
imagery spanning the corners that might otherwise have divided each band of sculpture (see figs. 
3.25, 3.26).  When the temples were still intact, the uninterrupted field of sculpture would have 
continued upwards with the large figural panels, the compositions of which would have blended 
the distinct segments created by the architectural plan.  
 One more temple belongs to the same 12th-century Hoysaḷa-style tradition of 
Dōrasamudra, although sculptors seem to have abandoned the project before the large figural 
panels were fully finished.  Located approximately 200 meters southeast of the Hoysaḷēśvara 
temple, the smaller temple, now a ruin known as the Hūcēśvara (fig. 3.38),89  did not occupy as 
central a place in the Hoysaḷa capital but was nonetheless built in what seems to have been an 
active quarter of the city, not far from the center.  Too little is known about temple at this point to 
establish a relative chronology with its larger 12th-century counterparts, but its shared design 
principles are worth pointing out.  Like the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples, the 
vimāna of the Hūcēśvara temple is laid out in a stellate plan and its adhiṣṭhāna consists of a 
series of friezes with continuous imagery that spans corners.  Its figural panels too seem to have 
been designed with the kind of sculptural corner I have described as the hallmark of central 
Dōrasamudra’s 12th-century Hoysaḷa-style temples.  Only one figural panel remains on the 
temple, but a corner block with images on adjacent faces stands just to the temple’s north, 
presumably having once belonged to the temple’s wall (fig. 3.39).  All three figural compositions 
remain roughed out, but the detached corner block shows an attempt to unite the two adjacent 
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89 The Archaeological Survey of India has labeled this temple “Brahameshvara” in the map included in the most 
recent visitors’ guide to Haḷēbīḍ (Kasdorf 2009), but I have found no evidence to identify the Hūcēśvara temple with 
the Brohmēśvara (or “Brahmēśvara”) temple referenced in EC (NS) 9, Bl. 319 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 340] (see chapter 
1, n. 104 above).  
sides through the placement of the deities’ arms on the corner of the stone; much of the corner is 
exposed, similar to that of the northern Hoysaḷēśvara Varāha block.  A more detailed examination 
of this temple may one day clarify remaining questions about the state of finish (or lack of finish) 
it ultimately assumed, and thus illuminate how the building contributed visually and spatially to 
Hoysaḷa-period Dōrasamudra.  At present, however, I leave my comments with the observation 
that it embodies an intention — partially fulfilled — to build another temple in the Hoysaḷa 
capital in the vein of the monumental temples at the center of the city, its very structure 
embedded with sculptural form.90
The Next Generation of Hoysaḷa-Style Temples, ca. 13th Century
 Following the monumental temple projects of the 12th century at the center of 
Dōrasamudra and at least one smaller temple in their vicinity, the next known temple to have 
been built in the capital’s particular Hoysaḷa style — with a series of sculptural friezes 
comprising the adhiṣṭhāna, large figural panels along the center of its exterior walls, and 
representations of temple towers above the eave that shelters these central images — was the 
Dōrasamudra Kēdārēśvara temple (figs. 3.40, 3.41).  Built on a scale comparable to that of its 
monumental precursors, it was constructed in the southeastern part of the city through the 
patronage of Ballāḷa II and his queen Abhinava-Kētaladēvi, probably around 1200–1220.91  By 
then, a new generation of sculptors would have been active in the workshops of Dōrasamudra.  
While they adopted many of the stylistic conventions that had first been developed for the 
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90 A smaller temple in the northeastern part of the city, today’s Vīrabhadra temple, also shares certain features of the 
12th-century Hoysaḷa style of central Dōrasamudra, but its overall design departs in significant ways from this 
variety of the Hoysaḷa style (see chapter 6).
91 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 115], dated 1221/2 C.E., refers to the temple’s construction by this king and 
queen.  In chapter 5 I argue for dating the Kēdārēśvara temple to ca. 1200–1220.
Hoysaḷēśvara temple, the artists of the Kēdārēśvara temple did not follow every technique or 
design principle of their predecessors.  
 The most notable differences are seen in the Kēdārēśvara temple’s figural panels.  Firstly, 
they are placed in a different visual framework, with a base that consists of a single foliate curl at 
the center of three horizontal moldings that resemble those of a jagatī (fig. 3.41).  This 
convention distinguishes them from their Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site counterparts, most 
of which feature a vine scroll below the image.  The difference in base design enables us to 
separate the Kēdārēśvara temple’s own image panels from those of the Nagarēśvara site that 
accompany them today on the temple’s exterior walls,92  as do the slightly smaller dimensions of 
the Kēdārēśvara’s figural blocks.93  The Kēdārēśvara temple’s figures also tend to have slightly 
thicker bodily proportions than the figures of the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples.  
Though the differences are subtle, the Kēdārēśvara figures’ shorter proportions are especially 
evident in the figures’ arms and legs, which contrast with the longer, slenderer limbs of their 
12th-century precursors (compare figs. 3.29–3.32, 3.42).
 Perhaps the most significant shift to characterize the design of the Kēdārēśvara temple’s 
figural blocks lies in their corner treatment.  Whereas the friezes of the adhiṣṭhāna maintain a 
continuous series of sculptural imagery, smoothing over corners with figures and decorative 
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92 M.H. Krishna noted the vine scroll as the distinguishing characteristic of the Nagarēśvara-site panels (MAR 1930, 
p. 50).  Nineteenth-century photographs of the temple taken before its restoration also help to distinguish materials 
originally belonging to the Kēdārēśvara temple from those incorporated into its walls from the Nagarēśvara site.  For 
further discussion of the Kēdārēśvara temple’s early 20th-century restoration, see chapter 5.
93 Averaging approximately 140 cm. in height, the blocks of the Kēdārēśvara temple’s image panels fall within the 
lower end of the range of their counterparts from the Nagarēśvara site.  However, the images of the Kēdārēśvara 
figural panels are proportionally smaller; for instance, the image in the Nagarēśvara-site Varāha now in the 
Kēdārēśvara temple (fig. 3.31) measures 122.5 cm. in height (its block, which has been cut, is 136.5 cm. high), 
whereas a Varāha originally belonging to the Kēdārēśvara temple, found on the eastern wall of the northern vimāna, 
measures only 100.5 cm. (fig. 3.42).  Moreover, larger Nagarēśvara-site panels appear to have been used in the 
Kēdārēśvara temple’s restoration, as many (such as the Varāha) have been shortened at the base in order to achieve a 
more uniform height with the Kēdārēśvara’s own panels. 
motifs, the prominent images that line the central level of the Kēdārēśvara temple’s elevation do 
not visually merge to the same degree as those of the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site 
temples.  Unlike the sculptural corners of these earlier temples, which blend one composition 
into the next, the corners of the Kēdārēśvara temple’s figural blocks are even starker than that of 
the northern Hoysaḷēśvara Varāha (figs. 3.41, 3.34).  Although the high-relief compositions are 
lively and some extend into the base of the panel, all imagery is confined within the lateral edges 
of the separate faces of stone with which the sculptors began.  The corner between them, 
therefore, is mostly blank, a straight edge that separates one image from the next.  Adjacent 
images, however, are not completely isolated from one another, for their bases are united by the 
jagatī-like moldings that span the corner of each block, and the vines that form the canopies 
sheltering each figure seem to meet in the margins, each one touching the lotuses that punctuate 
the otherwise unadorned periphery of each image.  Through these two elements, artists ensured 
that visual continuity would not be broken between the large figural panels, despite the clear 
separation between individual compositions.  
 One area where the Kēdārēśvara sculptors did employ the sculptural corner technique 
developed by their predecessors was in the recessed corners found between the projecting points 
of the stellate western vimāna, or forming a transition between perpendicular walls of the 
southern and northern vimānas (fig. 3.41).  Here, as in corresponding parts of the Hoysaḷēśvara 
and Nagarēśvara-site temples (see figs. 3.3, 3.45), these smaller corners are transformed into 
single figures that typically face the diagonal.  By bridging the more prominent sections of the 
wall, these recessed corner figures are as important to the visual continuity of the wall as the 
treatment of the larger corner blocks.  For the Kēdārēśvara temple, the effect of an unbroken 
succession of deities is particularly successful from a more distant viewpoint, although even 
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from afar it is possible to see that the transitions between images are less fluid than those of the 
Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara sculptures (fig. 3.40).  
 By the second quarter of the 13th century, when artists, architects, and patrons began 
constructing temples elsewhere with the type of tripartite sculptural elevation seen in 
Dōrasamudra’s Hoysaḷēśvara, Nagarēśvara-site, and Kēdārēśvara temples,94 the transitions 
between figures became less fluid still (figs. 3.43, 3.44).  On these later Hoysaḷa-style temples, all 
of which seem to have been built during the second and third quarters of the 13th century,95 the 
only sculptural corners are provided by the occasional recessed corner figure.  Whether part of a 
stellate or bhadra-based vimāna, figural compositions are strictly contained within their lateral 
edges, and the stark corners of the sculpted blocks of stone into which they are carved clearly 
separate one image from the next.  The exterior images of these mid-13th-century temples are 
linked only at their bases, with no marginal element to connect any other parts of their 
compositions, such as the lotuses on the projecting corner blocks of Dōrasamudra’s Kēdārēśvara 
temple.  Nonetheless, the sculpture of their figural panels appears both more continuous and 
more prominent than that of their Vēsara-flavored 12th-century counterparts, the figures of which 
share their central placement with architectural imagery and are bound not only by the clean 
edges of a block of stone, but by the pilasters that articulate each separate segment of the wall 
(compare figs. 3.43, 3.23).  
 By adopting the stylistic conventions developed at the capital, mid-13th-century artists 
created a more sculptural elevation for Hoysaḷa-style temples throughout the kingdom.  Yet the 
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94 See chapter 1 for the broad differences between 12th- and 13th-century Hoysaḷa-style temples.
95 Del Bontà (1978, pp. 98-104) conveniently catalogs these temples (which he classifies as “Haḷēbīḍ type”) along 
with their dates.  The earliest to be dated by inscription, after Haḷēbīḍ’s Kēdārēśvara, are the Basarālu Mallikārjuna 
and the Hāranhaḷḷi Lakṣmī-Narasiṃha and Somēśvara (figs. 3.43, 3.44) temples (all ca. 1234 C.E.), and the latest is 
the Somanāthapura Kēśava temple (ca. 1268 C.E.; figs. 1.20, 1.21).
overall effect of an uninterrupted field of sculpture is absent from these temples.  Working within 
the parameters of a specific variation of the style first seen in Dōrasamudra’s Kēdārēśvara 
temple, 13th-century sculptors created a clear separation between each image, effecting a visual 
segmentation of the wall that expresses the underlying structure of the architecture.
Dōrasamudra’s Visual Prestige
 Until the mid-13th century, then, the specific type of Hoysaḷa-style temple developed for 
Dōrasamudra’s Hoysaḷēśvara temple was unique to the capital.96  Its distinct combination of 
features — the stellate vimāna(s), the tripartite elevation of the exterior wall, and the sculpture 
that expresses its integrality to the blocks of stone comprising the temple, rather than appearing 
to be applied ornamentation — presented a vision the like of which only visitors to and residents 
of Dōrasamudra could experience.  Even after the general design of the city’s most visually 
impressive temples was imitated elsewhere, the masterly sculpture seen on the Hoysaḷēśvara and 
Nagarēśvara-site temples, with its seamless transitions between adjacent images, remained 
exclusive to the capital.  
 Scale and height also distinguished Dōrasamudra’s more prominent Hoysaḷa-style 
temples.  At the Hoysaḷēśvara and Kēdārēśvara temples, the deities and celestial figures 
represented in the large images on the temple’s exterior tower over a devotee using the jagatī to 
circumambulate the temple.  Among temples built elsewhere in the Hoysaḷa style, however, the 
figural panels are for most visitors just above eye-level, and the dimensions are noticeably 
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96 Del Bontà (1978, pp. 7, 97-111), Settar (1992, vol. 1, p. 158), and Foekema (1994, vol. 1, p. 137; 2003b, pp. 
73-77) all recognize the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s distinction during the 12th century and suggest that it served as a 
model for later Hoysaḷa-style temples, but they do not consider the possible relevance of the Nagarēśvara-site or 
Kēdārēśvara temples.
smaller.97  In the Vēsara-like Hoysaḷa-style temples of the 12th century, the number of 
adhiṣṭhāna moldings — typically six — raises the centrally placed figures so that their faces are 
slightly higher than that of an adult viewer of average height; the six friezes that comprise the 
adhiṣṭhānas of Hoysaḷa-style temples built in the mid-13th century keep those temples’ larger 
images at the same level (figs. 3.23, 3.43).  By contrast, the adhiṣṭhānas of the Hoysaḷēśvara and 
Kēdārēśvara temples consist of eight friezes.98  The height added by the two extra friezes, in 
addition to the temples’ greater overall proportions, raises the large figural panels to a level that 
exceeds human height.
 The only surviving Hoysaḷa-style temple located outside Dōrasamudra to display its 
images of deities and celestial beings as far above eye-level as the Hoysaḷēśvara and Kēdārēśvara  
temples is the Bēlūr Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa (Cenna-Kēśava) temple.  Although its figural compositions 
are smaller than those of Dōrasamudra’s Hoysaḷa-style temples, its multiplied Bhūmija 
adhiṣṭhāna moldings raise the divine images lining its exterior to a level well above the height of 
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97 As noted above, figural panels from the Hoysaḷēśvara temple have an average height of 165 cm.; their bases are 
approximately 230 cm. above the jagatī.  Those from the Kēdārēśvara temple have an average height of 140 cm., 
with their bases about 180 cm. above the jagatī.  The dimensions of the corresponding parts of a typical mid-13th-
century Hoysaḷa-style temple, such as the Lakṣmī-Nārāyaṇa temple at Hosahoḷalu, are markedly reduced: the 
average height of a figural panel is approximately 115 cm, and its base is about 131.5 cm. above the jagatī.  Figural 
panels of the 12th century are even smaller; in the Brahmēśvara temple at Kikkēri (ca. 1171), for instance, the 
heights of images in the figural panels average about 65 cm. (or 75 cm. including the base but not the tower image), 
and they are placed about 124 cm. above the ground (as observed in chapter 1, these temples are not raised on 
jagatīs).  See Appendix I .
98 The imagery of each frieze of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple is described in the first section of this chapter.  The 
imagery of the Kēdārēśvara temple’s friezes is broadly the same, the only difference being that the levels of the lions 
(second from the bottom on the Hoysaḷēśvara) and the cavalry (fourth from bottom) are inverted.  The adhiṣṭhāna of 
Haḷēbīḍ’s ruined Hūcēśvara temple also displays eight friezes, the arrangement of which matches that of the 
Kēdārēśvara temple.  The total height of the Hūcēśvara temple’s adhiṣṭhāna is significantly shorter, however, at 
approximately 149 cm. (in contrast to the Kēdārēśvara’s of approximately 180 cm.).  In most Hoysaḷa-style temples 
of the 13th century, the frieze of lions and one vine frieze are eliminated; the exception is the Mallikārjuna temple at 
Basarālu, which displays the lions but neither vine frieze (Settar 1992, p. 221).
any visitor standing on the jagatī below.99  It is striking that surviving Hoysaḷa-style temples in 
which figural panels are situated at such a height had a particularly strong association with the 
Hoysaḷa king:  As we have seen, Bēlūr’s Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa and Dōrasamudra’s Kēdārēśvara were 
both royal commissions, and the capital’s Hoysaḷēśvara temple, although sponsored by a court-
merchant, was dedicated to the king and carried the Hoysaḷas’ dynastic name.  Given this pattern, 
it would appear that such an elevation of the larger deities and semi-divinities above human 
height, requiring visitor-devotees to crane their necks as they look upward at the images, may 
have been the prerogative of such royal temples.100 
 Interestingly, although the figural panels from the Nagarēśvara site are closer in scale to 
those of Dōrasamudra’s Hoysaḷēśvara and Kēdārēśvara temples than they are to their 
counterparts from other cities, they do not seem to have been placed as high in the temples’ 
walls.  Whereas the blocks of the figural panels in the Hoysaḷēśvara and Kēdārēśvara temples 
begin respectively at approximately 230 cm. and 180 cm. above the level of the jagatī, so that 
even their bases are at a level above the heads of most visitors,101 the sculptural image blocks of 
the Nagarēśvara-site temples would have been placed at a level just over 160 cm. above the 
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99 On average, the figural compositions of the Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava temple are approximately 75 cm. tall; together 
with the tower images above them, the height of the sculptures reach about 137 cm.  The sculptures’ bases are 
approximately 295 cm. above the level of the jagatī.
100 See the final section of this chapter for further discussion of royal associations with the Hoysaḷēśvara temple.
101 Clearly there is a difference even between the level of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s image panels, the bases of 
which sit above the height of almost any human being, and that of the Kēdārēśvara’s, where the bases may be lower 
than the height of especially tall visitors.  I will comment further on the scale of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple in the final 
section of this chapter.
platform.102  Thus, at the Nagarēśvara-site temples, although one would have needed to gaze 
upward to see the faces of the heavenly beings populating the temple’s exterior, most viewers’ 
eyes would have been met directly by the lower area of each panel.  This lower placement of the 
Nagarēśvara-site temples’ large figural panels resulted from the elimination of two friezes from 
the adhiṣṭhāna:  Like most Hoysaḷa-style temples of the mid-13th century, preserved sections of 
the adhiṣṭhānas from the Nagarēśvara site consist of six friezes — elephants, cavalry, vine, 
narrative, makaras, and haṃsas — in contrast to the eight of the Hoysaḷēśvara and Kēdārēśvara 
temples.  
 Given the higher placement of figural panels on temples that were connected with the 
Hoysaḷa king, the Nagarēśvara-site temples, despite their centrality within the city and the 
grandeur of their expansive dimensions and detailed sculpture, would seem not to have been 
built primarily for royalty.  Indeed, if the corporately sponsored Māṇikēśvara and Nakarēśvara 
were among the Nagarēśvara-site temples, as proposed above, then the gurus of the Kāḷāmukha 
order mentioned in inscriptions associated with those temples, and the merchant associations for 
which the temples were named, must have been the principal human focus of the temples’ 
foundation and operation.103  It may perhaps be difficult to imagine that royalty would have been 
completely uninvolved in the establishment of the Nagarēśvara-site temples, particularly 
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102 Complete adhiṣṭhāna sections survive in the northern and southern temples, and are each approximately 157.5 
cm in height, as measured from the level of the jagatī.  Because there is usually a gap of 3-7 cm. between the top of 
the adhiṣṭhāna and the base of each figural panel in preserved Hoysaḷa-style temples, I have estimated that the bases 
of the Nagarēśvara site’s panels would have been placed slightly higher than 160 cm. above the jagatī.  As the 
central temple’s friezes are comparable in width to corresponding friezes in the northern and southern temples, and 
as the survival of its adhiṣṭhāna up to the makara level indicates that it too would have had only six friezes, its 
complete adhiṣṭhāna is likely to have had similar dimensions to those of the other two temples.
103 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 328-330 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 117-119.]  The Māṇikēśvara temple must have been important to Ballāḷa 
II, who granted it the proceeds from a village on the occasion of his coronation, but there is no evidence that the 
temple held the same significance for his father or grandfather [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 329].  See chapter 5 for further 
comments regarding Ballāḷa II and Kāḷāmukha temples. 
considering the proximity of the northern boundary of the palace compound to the southern edge 
of the Nagarēśvara site, but the lower placement of images on the temples and the reduced 
number of friezes in their adhiṣṭhānas, in comparison to the Hoysaḷēśvara and Kēdārēśvara 
temples, seems to indicate that the Nagarēśvara-site temples did not have the same kind of royal 
status with which these other two were apparently endowed.  Whatever relationship Hoysaḷa 
royalty may have had with the Nagarēśvara-site temples was perhaps less prominent than the 
relationship they appear to have had with the temple whose god was named for them.  Whereas 
the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s southern mahādvāra points towards a connection with the royal 
palace, the monumental gateway for the main compound of the Nagarēśvara site is oriented east, 
towards the rest of the city.104
   The likelihood that Hoysaḷa royalty was not central to the Nagarēśvara-site temples in the 
same way that it was to the Hoysaḷēśvara temple is significant to our understanding of the 
distinctive forms common to both.  The stellate plan that potentially carried royal associations in 
temples of the Bhūmija mode, including those built by Viṣṇuvardhana and Śāntalādēvi in Bēlūr, 
may initially have retained a similar political meaning in its adaptation for the Hoysaḷēśvara 
temple.  The use of the same adapted stellate plan for the Nagarēśvara-site temples, however, 
would seem to suggest that by the mid-12th century the particular forms of this adaptation — at 
that time found only at the heart of Dōrasamudra — were connected more with the Hoysaḷa 
capital and, by extension, with the polity that ruled from there, than with the king specifically.  
The replication of this plan in temples built outside the capital during the mid-13th century may 
have been part of an effort to claim the prestige of the capital for the cities in which such temples 
are found.  On the other hand, or perhaps at the same time, if the plan had deliberately been 
 123
104 See below for further discussion of the Hoysaḷēśvara’s mahādvāra and the southern approach to the temple.
exclusive to the capital during the 12th century, then its later use in other locations may indicate 
that by the mid-13th century Dōrasamudra’s cachet had become somewhat diluted, possibly 
owing to the development of the Hoysaḷas’ Tamiḻ capital of Vikramapura (Kaṇṇānūr) during the 
reigns of Nārasiṃha II (1220–1235) and Sōmēśvara (ca. 1235–1255).105  
 The unique stylistic idiom that the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples both 
manifest can likewise be understood in terms of its association with the city of Dōrasamudra.  
Characterized by figural panels of greater dimensions than those of almost any other Hoysaḷa-
style temple,106  and by the dominance over every surface of dynamic sculpture carved in high 
relief and minute detail, the idiom seen in the temples at the center of Dōrasamudra was 
ultimately a product of the techniques and skill exercised by the artists who created the sculptural 
imagery of the temples.  By the time these master sculptors were employed for the projects at 
Dōrasamudra, they must already have been experienced artists.  Yet the Hoysaḷēśvara was the 
first temple for which they transformed building blocks into sculptures, and it was the first for 
which sculptors and architects created a wall covered in imagery at every level, including the 
adhiṣṭhāna.  The roots of many of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s dramatic figural compositions are 
evident in images of the Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa (Cenna-Kēśava) temple at Bēlūr, and some of the 
Hoysaḷēśvara’s artists may have worked there before shifting to Dōrasamudra.  But it was for the 
temple named after the king, for its merchant-patron, and for the capital of Dōrasamudra that 
artists developed the most striking innovations, integrating architecture and sculpture to produce 
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105 In chapter 2 I have discussed the increasing Hoysaḷa presence in Tamiḻ country during this period.
106 The single exception are the figural panels of unknown origin, now found in the Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava compound 
(see n. 88 above and Appendix II).
a temple exterior that came closer than ever to a comprehensive vision of the worlds inhabited by 
the deity housed within.107
 It is remarkable that the 12th-century artists of central Dōrasamudra’s monumental 
temples did not produce the same kinds of figural compositions anywhere else, with one image 
merging into the next, since artists commonly traveled throughout the Hoysaḷa kingdom and 
neighboring territories to work on new projects in different locations.108  One explanation for the 
distinctive sculptural effects of the capital’s temples could be that the sculptors who worked on 
the Hoysaḷēśvara temple formed a workshop that was thereafter based in the city.  The stylistic 
continuities between the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples suggest that the same 
sculptors worked on both projects, and these large temple commissions, along with various 
smaller projects,109  conceivably could have kept one or more local workshops steadily employed 
throughout the 12th century.  The changes seen in the ca. early 13th-century Kēdārēśvara temple 
are minor enough to assign its sculptures to the same workshop(s) that created the earlier 
temples, and suggest that the later temple’s artists may have been trained by sculptors who were 
active at the capital in the mid-12th century.  However, shifts pertaining to figures’ proportions in 
the image panels and the treatment of the blocks’ corners distinguish the Kēdārēśvara temple 
from its precursors.  The temples that followed in the mid-13th century carried these changes 
even further, so that the Hoysaḷēśvara idiom remained unique to the central zone of the capital.  
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107 In interpreting the temple’s exterior imagery as a representation of the worlds inhabited by the main deity of the 
temple, I look to Granoff (1997), who cites such imagery to argue that temples were conceived as the city and palace 
of the deity installed within the sanctum of the temple.  Her interpretation is readily applicable to the abundant 
imagery of Hoysaḷa-style temples.  Looking at the earthly imagery of the friezes on some Hoysaḷa-style temples, we 
might take the interpretation even further and argue that these temples also bring the human world into the picture.
108 See Settar 1973 for the movement of Hoysaḷa-period artists.  
109 The Vīrabhadra temple seems to be one such project; see chapter 6.
 The diversity of patronage received by the sculptors of Dōrasamudra precludes any 
conclusion that their presence in the capital meant an affiliation with the palace.110  Rather than 
forcing a royal-centric paradigm on the temples, we should instead understand the artists and the 
temple style they created in terms of their connection to the development and glorification of the 
city itself.  Certainly the Hoysaḷa king stood to benefit from the glory provided by a flourishing 
capital with peerless temples, but so did others.  Particularly the merchants who sponsored the 
Hoysaḷēśvara, Māṇikēśvara, and Nakarēśvara temples would have had an interest in the 
enrichment of the city, and enhancing the status of their Hoysaḷa patron would in turn have 
enhanced their own status as merchants in his service.111  Such self-serving aims were surely not 
the only reason in these patrons’ minds for building magnificent temples in which to worship and 
honor gods and goddesses, but the prestige that such spectacular monuments would have brought 
to them, their royal patrons, and the Hoysaḷa capital must have been among the constellation of 
motives for their patronage.  The artists they employed were also invested in the greatness and 
prosperity of the capital, and the impressive sculptural edifices that they created contributed 
importantly to the city’s eminence.  Whether the artists formed a workshop based exclusively in 
Dōrasamudra, or whether they also worked on commissions at other locations, the stylistic idiom 
they developed for the Hoysaḷēśvara temple and repeated for the Nagarēśvara-site temples 
endowed the Hoysaḷa capital with a visual prestige that no other city had.
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110 The inscription on the southern doorway of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 275 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 239]} 
may indicate the work of a royal workshop on that temple during the reign of Nārasiṃha I, but this does not lead to 
the conclusion that all the temple’s artists were affiliated with the palace.  See n. 11 above and p. 128 below for 
further comments on this inscription.
111 We have already seen that Viṣṇuvardhana Hoysaḷa was the patron of Kētamalla’s family, and that this relationship 
is stated as the reason for the merchant’s sponsorship of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple.  It is likely that as jewel merchants 
of the royal cities of Dōrasamudra, Beluhūra, and Viṣṇusamudra, the sponsors of the Māṇikēśvara temple also would 
have found clientele among royalty and other members of the Hoysaḷa court {see EC (NS) 9, Bl. 328 [EC (OS) V, 
Bl. 117]}.
 In the cultural and political worlds of 12th-century Karṇāṭaka, the prestige and splendor 
of a city — particularly a royal capital — were not inconsequential.  The literature that circulated 
among the Hoysaḷas and neighboring courts is replete with passages extolling the cities of 
eminent kings.112  Importantly, Kalyāṇa, capital of the Hoysaḷas’ Cāḷukya overlords, was among 
the most highly renowned cities of the subcontinent at the turn of the 12th century.  The late 
11th-century Mitākṣarā of Vijñānēśvara, for instance, glorifies the Cāḷukya Vikramāditya VI and 
his capital in one breath: “There is not, was not, nor will ever be a city on this earth like Kalyāṇa; 
nor has been seen or heard of a king to compare with Vikramāditya.” 113  As the Hoysaḷas 
increasingly asserted their autonomy during the reign of Viṣṇuvardhana, which overlapped with 
the widely acclaimed reign of Vikramāditya VI,114  they conceivably would have wanted their 
capital city to rival that of the powerful dynasty from which they sought to secede.  As discussed 
in chapter 2, the Hoysaḷa king Vinayāditya and his court initiated the development of the 
Hoysaḷas’ new capital during the second half of the 11th century, transforming the land to 
support an agrarian economy in which temple establishments played a central role.115  By 
Viṣṇuvardhana’s time, the Hoysaḷa elite — including not only Hoysaḷa royalty and governors but 
also, I would argue, the merchants who supplied members of the court with the military and 
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112 For a discussion of cities in Sanskrit literature of the first millennium C.E., see Kaul 2010.  At least some of the 
works cited by Kaul would have been familiar to Hoysaḷa elites (for a list, see Kaul 2010, pp. 2-3).  For instance, 
S.S. Janaki has found numerous connections between the Gadyakarṇāmṛta, a Sanskrit text written at the Hoysaḷa 
court of Nārasiṃha II (r. 1220-1234/5), and many of the works cited by Kaul, most notably Bāṇa’s Harṣacarita, 
which seems to have served as a model for the Hoysaḷa text (Janaki 1981, pp. 113-130).
113 Quoted in Wagoner 2007 (p. 6), and in Eaton and Wagoner forthcoming (typescript chapter 1, p. 7).
114 Vikramāditya VI reigned from ca. 1076–1126 C.E., while Viṣṇuvardhana reigned from ca. 1108–1142.  
Regarding the reign of Vikramāditya VI as a high point in Later Cāḷukya history, see Eaton and Wagoner 
(forthcoming, chapter 1).  Regarding Cāḷukya-Hoysaḷa relations during this period, see chapter 2 of this dissertation.
115 See chapter 2 above.  See also Ludden 1999, pp. 76-87.
luxury goods they required116 — controlled sufficient resources to construct and support 
monumental temples in their capital such as the Hoysaḷēśvara and the Nagarēśvara-site temples, 
and the Pārśvanātha basadi.117  These monuments not only served the deities and religious 
communities for whom they were constructed and beautified; they also enhanced the city.  With 
the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, and subsequently with the Nagarēśvara-site temples, the center of the 
Hoysaḷa capital became the only place on earth where it was possible to see such densely 
detailed, dynamic visions of the celestial world as those crafted on the temples’ walls.  
Temple, King, and State
 Although the dramatic sculptural style created for the Hoysaḷēśvara temple and shared by 
the temples of the Nagarēśvara site ultimately seems to have promoted the Hoysaḷa capital more 
than it did the king specifically, other features unique to the Hoysaḷēśvara suggest a connection 
between Hoysaḷa royalty and that particular temple.  The name of the temple alone signals its 
relationship to the king, an association borne out by the Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi inscription of Kētamalla.  
Whereas Kētamalla’s inscription documents the temple’s royal dedication and merchant 
patronage, the inscription on the southern doorway to the temple may indicate later royal 
involvement in the temple’s patronage.  This record states that the sculptor Kāḷidāsi made the 
makara-tōraṇa for Kēdārōja, sculptor of Nārasiṃha (I; r. 1142–1173).118  It may suggest a royal 
commission, although we must not rule out the possibility that Kēdārōja himself was the lintel’s 
patron.
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116 See Ali 2010 and this chapter’s discussion (pp. 84-94) on the merchant patronage of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple.
117 Chapter 4 of this dissertation will discuss the Pārśvanātha basadi, which dates to 1133 C.E.
118 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 275 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 239].  
 Textual records do not provide the only evidence for a royal connection to the 
Hoysaḷēśvara, for the temple’s material forms carry equally kingly associations.  Beyond the 
elevated placement of the exterior wall’s principal sculptures, the size of the temple puts it in a 
class of its own.  Although the images from the Nagarēśvara site’s figural panels — which are 
larger than those of the royally sponsored Kēdārēśvara and Bēlūr Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa temples — 
suggest that the size of a temple’s sculptures was not determined simply by the royal or non-
royal status of the temple, the scale of the Hoysaḷēśvara’s sculptures is significant, as it surpasses 
that of any other known Hoysaḷa-style temple.119  Whether figural compositions of their size 
were deliberately limited to the temple housing the lord of the Hoysaḷa monarch, or whether their 
monumental dimensions remained exclusive to the Hoysaḷēśvara temple owing to the 
considerable expense that must have been required to produce such sculptures, their combined 
immensity and sculptural finesse must have enhanced the status of the temple, its patron, and the 
king whose dynastic name it carried. 
 Several features specific to the southern part of the double-temple further suggest that its 
link to the Hoysaḷa monarch reached beyond the dedication of its principal liṅga.120  This 
asymmetrical emphasis within the makeup of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple should be viewed in the 
context of what Phillip B. Wagoner has recognized as “an apparent association between the 
southern approach and kingship” for temples built in Karṇāṭaka and other areas of the Deccan, at 
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119 While the Bēlūr figural blocks cited in notes 88 and 106 above share the large dimensions of the Hoysaḷēśvara 
temple’s figural blocks, the images carved within them are smaller, as more space is devoted to the vine motifs of 
their bases and canopies (see figs. A.7–A.9 and Appendix II)  
120 Given the emphasis on the southern half of the temple and the special focus on the southern liṅga, which I will 
soon discuss, it seems likely that the liṅga called Hoysaḷēśvara is the one enshrined in the southern garbha-gṛha.  
This identification is already universally assumed, but I have not come across any work of scholarship that explicitly 
states a reason for believing so.  Inscriptions leave no doubt that Hoysaḷēśvara was the primary deity of the temple.
least from the time of the Later Cāḷukyas and continuing into the centuries that followed.121  A 
glance at the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s plan (fig. 3.6) immediately illustrates the prominence of the 
southern half.  Although the two vimāna-maṇḍapa units are equal in size, the southern Nandī 
maṇḍapa and the bull it enshrines are significantly larger than their northern counterparts, and 
the attachment of the Sūrya shrine to the southern pavilion augments both the size of the 
structure and the intensity of devotional focus on the southern liṅga, towards which both Sūrya 
and Nandī direct their gaze.122  The orientation of the mahādvāra to the temple’s southern 
doorway (fig. 3.15) and the flight of steps in the eastern prākāra wall, on axis with the southern 
vimāna, further distinguish this side of the temple.  
 A certain privileging of the southern side is also expressed more subtly through the 
sculptures that adorn and complete the temple, on both its exterior and interior.  We have seen 
that complex, dynamic compositions; refined, detailed carving; and the blending of adjacent 
sculptures are hallmarks of the figural blocks in both the northern and southern halves of the 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple.  A comparison between the two sides, however, reveals that these 
characteristics are more masterfully executed for a greater portion of the southern vimāna’s 
figural compositions than for those of the northern vimāna.  The two Hoysaḷēśvara Varāhas 
discussed above illustrate the type of difference seen between the southern side’s sculptures and 
some of the northern side’s: the composition of the southern image is fuller and more complex, 
its carving in higher relief and more refined, and its corner more sculptural (figs. 3.29, 3.30, 3.33, 
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121 Wagoner 2001, p. 182.  As Wagoner notes, an emphasis on the southern sides of temples in northern Karṇāṭaka is 
seen as early as the 7th century, at Aihole’s Durga temple.  However, the evidence for a specifically royal association 
becomes more concrete during the Later Cāḷukya period, as in the Lakkuṇḍi Kāśīviśvēśvara temple.
122 A smaller Nandī image placed within the southern raṅga-maṇḍapa directs further attention to the southern liṅga.  
Although a Hoysaḷa-period sculpture, it is not clear that this bull has always occupied its current position on the 
western edge of the raṅga-maṇḍapa’s raised circular floor.
3.34).  Such a contrast is also perceptible in overviews of the northwestern section of the 
northern vimāna and the southwestern section of the southern vimāna, where the two Varāha 
images are found (figs. 3.3, 3.45).  Compared with the northern side, the sculpture on the 
southern side is denser and more figures seem to be on the verge of jumping out of the wall that 
anchors them.  The contrast is not always expressed, as the northern vimāna contains many 
sculptures that are as detailed and dynamic as those seen in the southern vimāna, but the fact that 
the contrast exists in some areas seems to indicate that between the two halves of the double-
temple, overall the southern side received a greater amount of artistic attention and probably a 
greater amount of funding.
 Such a prioritization of the southern side is also evident in several features of the 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s doorways.  Whereas dvārapālas guard the southern and southern-eastern 
doorways, the guardian figures that must have been intended for the northern and northern-
eastern doorways were apparently never installed.  Inside the temple, both antarāla doorways are 
fitted with similar dvārapālas, all of which are just over lifesize and masterfully sculpted, decked 
in abundant, intricately carved jewelry (figs. 3.7, 3.46, 3.47).  The guardians of the southern 
sanctum, however, are slightly larger than those that flank the northern antarāla’s doorway.  
There is only a slight difference in height: including their pedestals and the arched vines that 
frame the figures, the northern dvārapālas are approximately 230–235 cm. tall, whereas the 
southern dvārapālas are about 240 cm. tall.  When the guardian figures are viewed in their 
architectural context, however, the contrast is readily apparent.  In the northern antarāla’s 
doorway, the upper points of the dvārapālas’ framing vines end several centimeters below the 
capitals above them, whereas the spaces created for the southern antarāla’s guardians are not 
quite tall enough.  The sculptures flanking the southern antarāla’s doorway have been forced 
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into a tight place — a challenge that evidently resulted in damage to the kīrtimukha that adorns 
the crowning point of the figure to the doorway’s north (fig. 3.47).  
 Above the dvārapālas, differences between the lintels of the antarālas’ doorways also 
suggest the greater importance of the southern side (figs. 3.48, 3.49).  Sculpted into makara-
tōraṇas similar to those of the temple’s exterior doorways, the southern lintel is markedly taller.  
Furthermore, its figures — including Viṣṇu and Brahmā, who are absent from the northern lintel 
— are more prominent, and its imagery extends beyond the lower border, with one leg of the 
trampled demon falling past the bottom of the compositional frame, where the artist has also 
carved a small figure of Nandī.  A sculpted garland with five loops framing pendant lotus buds is 
inserted just below the makara-tōraṇa of the southern antarāla, contributing yet another element 
to enhance the southern sanctum and its liṅga.
 The features that I have discussed so far suggest that the southern half of the double 
temple was endowed with a higher status, but it is the location of the Hoysaḷēśvara within the 
greater context of Dōrasamudra city that best supports an association between the southern 
approach to this particular temple — to return to Wagoner’s comment123 — and the institution of 
kingship (see map 3).  Fundamental to the prominence of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s southern 
side is its relationship to the palace, located as close as 0.25 km. to the temple’s southwest.124  R. 
Narasimhachar and M.H. Krishna also noted this proximity in their discussions of the southern 
doorway into the temple, which they speculated was used by the king as he made a southwestern 
approach from the palace.125  
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123 Wagoner 2001, p. 182, quoted above.
124 This distance is a rough estimate, based on the distance between my GPS reading of the southern mahādvāra and 
an approximation of the probable northeastern corner of the palace’s fortification wall, derived from the intersection 
of the lines created by GPS readings of remains from its northern and eastern walls.
125 MAR 1911, pp. 6-7, para. 18 (in Settar, ed. 1975, p. 97).  MAR 1930, p. 48.
 Just as important as the exquisitely finished southern doorway into the temple — and 
perhaps even more relevant to a consideration of the temple’s southern approach — is the 
position of the mahādvāra.  Providing access to the temple’s premises from the direction of the 
palace via Dōrasamudra’s main road, the grand gateway would have glorified the arrival of royal 
visitors.126  If festivals at the Hoysaḷēśvara temple involved the procession of gods and goddesses 
through the city, as was the case during the same period in the Cōḻa dynasty’s Tamiḻ territory, the 
mahādvāra may also have served as a ceremonial point of exit for the deities of the temple, who 
perhaps would have continued their movement towards the palace.127  A visitor might have 
gained access to the temple’s grounds from a number of directions — the stairs in the eastern 
prākāra indicate at least one other entrance — but the mahādvāra monumentalized the route 
from the palace to the temple, and vice-versa, both marking a threshold and forming a node 
between the sacred precinct of Śiva as Lord of the Hoysaḷa and the civic zone dominated by the 
residence and administrative center of the Hoysaḷa lord.
 The Hoysaḷēśvara’s association with royalty appears to have motivated an intriguing 
addition to the temple grounds in the wake of Ballāḷa II’s reign, which in turn reinforced the 
temple’s aggrandizement of Hoysaḷa kingship.  Approximately 20 meters to the northwest of the 
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126  See chapters 2 and 6 for comments on Dōrasamudra’s main road, or rājamārga.  As I mentioned in chapter 1 
(pp. 41-44), scholarship on Vijayanagara has impacted my thinking on paths of royal movement through 
Dōrasamudra.  I do not, however, seek to claim that identical practices took place within the two cities.
127 Much has been written on Tamiḻ temple processions during the Cōḻa period; see, for instance, Davis 2002.  
Processions involving temples of the Hoysaḷas have not been as extensively studied, but inscriptions hint at related 
practices.  One record dating to 1279 C.E. is found within the Hoysaḷēśvara temple itself, engraved on the wall just 
inside the northern-eastern entrance {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 298 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 110]}.  The phrase that the editors roughly 
translate into “that god’s processional expenditure” is ā devara merhava māḍuvaṃta (l. 2), which more literally 
means “performing that god’s manifestation.”  This probably refers to processions of some kind, but the record does 
not state whether these were conducted within or outside temple grounds.  The foundation inscription of Bēlūr’s no 
longer extant Biṭṭēśvara temple (1164), seems to refer to a procession through the city in its reference to the god’s 
(or gods’) consecration in the main street (rājavīthi) [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 136 (MAR 1937, no. 28), from l. 60: [dē]varige 
rājavīthi pratiṣṭeyalu; see trans. p. 608].  
doorway opening within the mahādvāra, a monument in the form of an inscribed pillar with 
sculptural imagery, now standing on its own pīṭha to the temple’s southwest, commemorates the 
loyal service of the minister Kuvara Lakṣma to his lord and king Ballāḷa II (figs. 3.50, 3.15).128  
Although the pillar’s original position is not clear, it appears to have stood near its present 
location; in December 1854, Linnaeus Tripe photographed it lying on its side in the same general 
area to the temple’s south/southwest.129  About two years later, the photographer Richard Banner 
Oakeley “employed 30 men to set it up,” by his own account, but as his photograph shows the 
pillar standing on bare ground it is not clear when it was raised onto its current pedestal.130  
Whatever the exact context of the monument’s original display may have been, it appears to have 
been on the grounds of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, and its text unambiguously celebrates the 
minister’s heroic and faithful devotion to the Hoysaḷa king.
 Written in a clearly legible Kannaḍa script on all four sides of the pillar’s base, the 
inscription recounts the dynastic history of the Hoysaḷas; praises the king Vīra Ballāḷa (II), 
comparing him to a number of idealized kings from Sanskrit literature; and celebrates at length 
the minister Kuvara Lakṣma and his relationship to Ballāḷa, describing the golden toḍar anklet he 
had the honor of wearing on his left foot as an expression of his loyalty to the king.  The toḍar 
was the mark of an elite royal servant, known as a garuḍa, who made a vow to serve his 
sovereign in life and death with loyal devotion, and to commit suicide upon the death of the king 
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128 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 300 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 112].  MAR 1911, para. 20.  Settar 1992, vol. 1, p. 25.
129 See Dewan 2003, CR2-12, -13, and -14.
130 Oakeley 1859, Pl. XIII and accompanying text.  Oakeley mistakenly states that he found the pillar to the temple’s 
northeast, but Tripe’s photographs taken the year before confirm its location to the temple’s southwest.  Oakeley’s 
photograph is accessible on the British Library’s Online Gallery: <http://www.bl.uk/onlinegallery/onlineex/apac/
photocoll/other/019pho000000959u00013000.html>.
or in demonstration of his loyalty at an earlier time.131  The end of the monument’s inscription 
records Kuvara Lakṣma’s fulfillment of his vow, implicitly at the time of Ballāḷa II’s death, when 
together with his wife, who is also said to wear the toḍar, he mounted a pillar and (perhaps after 
falling from the summit) became united (in death) with the divine Garuḍa (the god Viṣṇu’s 
devoted eagle mount), his wife becoming one with the goddess Lakṣmī.  
 The sculpted imagery above the inscribed base also reinforces the monument’s garuḍa 
theme, although it does not depict the mode of suicide recorded in the text.  Eight figures in 
warrior dress, six bearing swords, are carved in high relief around the middle of the pillar.  An 
anklet identifiable as the toḍar adorns the left leg of three of the figures, one of whom holds a 
sword to his own neck, presumably engaged in the act of ritual suicide; two other figures are 
represented in a decapitated state, their vow already fulfilled (fig. 3.51).  The text of an earlier 
inscribed pillar found at the Hoysaḷēśvara temple perhaps relates more closely to the imagery 
than Kuvara Lakṣma’s own text does.132  It honors the heroic death of the courtier Ravaḷa-bōva, 
who, seeking to impress the king Nārasiṃha I with unparalleled “prowess and courage” and to 
“achieve stainless fame,” “embraced the sword of the garuḍa.” 133  Now kept at the 
Archaeological Museum of Haḷēbīḍ, this unadorned pillar’s original context is even more 
difficult to determine than that of Kuvara Lakṣma’s elaborate memorial, but it too may have 
stood on the temple’s premises.  Whatever the original location of Ravaḷa-bōva’s memorial, the 
presence of Kuvara Lakṣma’s pillar on the grounds of the Hoysaḷēśvara — standing to the 
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131 Settar 1982, pp. 196-197.
132 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 268 [EC (OS) V and XV, Bl. 93].  The pillar, known as the “Prauḍharāya pillar,” was evidently 
moved into the temple at some point in time to reinforce the ceiling in the southern part of the central connecting 
maṇḍapa, where it remained until the ASI transfered it to the site’s Archaeological Museum in 1990–91 (IAR 1990–
91, p. 122; for a photograph of the pillar’s position within the temple, see Huntington 1985, fig. 22.36).  
133 Quoted translation from EC (NS) 9, Bl. 268, p. 701. 
temple’s southwest, in the direction of the palace — would have strengthened existing 
associations between the temple and the king for whom its god was named.
 Though they honor the ultimate devotion to the Hoysaḷa sovereign, the pillars’ promotion 
of the monarch is indirect, as the primary subjects of their texts are not themselves kings, but 
rather are members of the royal court.  It is through the narration of the courtiers’ loyal service 
and exceptional dedication to their ruler that the underlying glorification of kingship emerges.  
While the inscriptions’ representation of the courtiers’ actions can be seen to engage in an 
ideology that invests the person of the king with an unquestioned paramountcy, the monuments 
— especially the pillar of Kuvara Lakṣma, who is represented at one point in the text as nearly 
the king’s equal134 — also affirm the importance of the wider court to the king’s success.135  
Kētamalla’s patronage of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple in honor of Viṣṇuvardhana similarly bespeaks 
the network of elite individuals who participated in the institution of Hoysaḷa kingship.  The 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple was part of that network too, for its geographical and social positions 
within Dōrasamudra, along with its prominent spatial and visual presence, made it central not 
only to the life and prestige of the city but also to the Hoysaḷa king and the polity that he 
symbolized.
* * *
 The unique splendor that the Hoysaḷēśvara temple was built to display has endured the 
centuries since its establishment, as its continued prominence attests.  Yet its very iconicity — 
surely a quality that its artists and patrons intended to cultivate for the temple — has also led to a 
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134 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 300, ll. 50-54, or translation pp. 714-715.     
135 K. R. Basava Raja (in B. Sheik Ali, ed. 1972) provides a brief overview of the roles and experience of ministers 
in the Hoysaḷa court, based on textual and inscriptional citations (including a summary of Kuvara Lakṣma’s pillar 
inscription).
decontextualization of the temple from the city for which it was constructed.  By reintroducing 
some of its many contexts into this study, I have sought to articulate a more nuanced 
understanding of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s place in the Hoysaḷa world.  
 Through its complex monumentality, which was supplemented by the additions made to 
the temple throughout the Hoysaḷa period, and through its integration of sculptural form with 
architectural structure, the Hoysaḷēśvara temple was unprecedented in its design and unmatched 
in its material and visual presence.  Built at a moment when the Hoysaḷa state was beginning to 
assert a greater degree of sovereignty — through a new narrative of their dynastic origins, 
through the enhancement of their royal panegyric, by omitting direct reference to their Cāḷukya 
overlords in inscriptions, and by claiming authority over an increasingly large territory — the 
temple was foundational to the creation of a visual identity for the Hoysaḷa kingdom; it was also 
an expression of the power and resources to which the Hoysaḷas had gained access.
 The relevance of the temple’s striking appearance is not limited to stylistic comparisons 
with other monuments or even to the political motivations of the Hoysaḷas, however, for the 
significance of the distinctive idiom that the Hoysaḷēśvara manifests expands when we 
contextualize the temple within its immediate surroundings and geographical location.  Built at 
the center of Dōrasamudra’s principal thoroughfare, the Hoysaḷēśvara temple embodied a visual 
prestige that contributed not only to the status of the king for whom it was named, but also to that 
of the city it enhanced.  Closely following the construction of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, the 
temples of the Nagarēśvara site on the opposite side of the city’s main road augmented the 
monumentality of this central location within the Hoysaḷa capital, while also reinforcing the 
visual prestige of the city itself.  Most likely produced by the same workshops who created the 
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Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s sculptural walls, the Nagarēśvara-site temples expressed another iteration 
of the sculptural temple style that characterized Dōrasamudra from the 12th century onward.
 Considering Dōrasamudra’s monumental 12th-century temples within the contexts of 
their patronage, it becomes clear that merchants played an important role in developing the 
visual prestige of the Hoysaḷa capital; the formation of the city’s unique temple style was not 
simply a royal phenomenon.  Yet the Hoysaḷēśvara temple was also closely linked to the Hoysaḷa 
king, both through its name and, it seems, through the combination of its exceptional scale and 
sculptural finesse.  The Hoysaḷēśvara temple may also have been a site of royal rituals; the 
relationship between the temple’s particularly opulent southern side — the importance of which 
is underscored by the southern position of its monumental entrance gateway — and the site of 
the Hoysaḷa palace suggests an engagement between royalty and this part of the temple, perhaps 
involving procession through the city.  The pillar of Kuvara Lakṣma, which stands just within 
this southern entrance gateway, further contributes to the glorification of the king, though it does 
so indirectly, by celebrating a courtier’s devotion to his lord.  Viewed within the contexts I have 
highlighted — style, political history, location, surroundings, and patronage — the Hoysaḷēśvara 
temple emerges as a site of collaboration between multiple elites, who sought to promote 
Hoysaḷa society and its capital at Dōrasamudra.  By investing their resources and skills in a 
temple of unparalleled design at a central node of the city, patrons, architects, and artists created 
a monument to define the Hoysaḷa capital.  Today, that monument still retains its iconic power.
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Chapter 4 — Jain Dōrasmudra and the Pārśvanātha Basadi
 The first half of the 12th century witnessed the transformation of Dōrasamudra from a 
politically subordinate royal capital into a truly regal city.  Home to a political and economic 
elite that increasingly asserted Hoysaḷa sovereignty in the rhetoric of their inscriptions, the 
temples that changed the face of the city stand as evidence of the vast resources that had indeed 
come under the control of the Hoysaḷa elite.  We saw in chapter 3 that the Hoysaḷēśvara temple 
monumentalized the center of the city’s prominent eastern zone by the end of 1120 C.E., 
displaying a strikingly sculptural exterior that would remain unique to its location.  Not long 
after its construction, the similarly sculptural Nagarēśvara-site temples were built on the opposite 
side of the rājamārga (the principal thoroughfare, running north-south), reinforcing the visual 
and architectural distinction of that node within the layout of Dōrasamudra.  The 
monumentalization of the Hoysaḷa capital, however, reached beyond these Śaiva temples at the 
center of the city.  Approximately 400 meters to the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s south, directly east of 
the palace compound, a Digambara Jain basadi (temple) of the tīrthaṅkara Pārśvanātha was 
consecrated in 1133 C.E. (map 3 and figs. 4.1, 4.4).1  The temple distinguished itself and the city 
differently than its Hoysaḷa-style contemporaries did, with a dramatic interior that visually 
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1 Digambara (“sky-clad,” in reference to mendicants who renounce clothing along with other worldly attachments) 
refers to one of the two major sectarian divisions within Jainism.  (The other is Śvētāmbara, “white-clad,” whose 
mendicants wear white robes but reject other worldly attachments.  For an overview of these sectarian divisions see 
Dundas 2002, pp. 45-59.)  Basadi or basti is the Kannaḍa term for a Jain temple.  The word derives from vasati, or 
“dwelling place.”  With reference to Jain temples, I will use the words basadi and temple interchangeably.  
Tīrthaṅkara (“ford-maker”) is another term for jina (“conqueror”) and refers to one of twenty-four idealized 
teachers believed to have overcome (or conquered) worldly concerns and thus to have crossed into a state of 
omniscience, spiritual enlightenment, and freedom from rebirth.  I will also use these terms interchangeably.  
eclipses the relatively restrained walls of its exterior design (fig. 4.8, 4.23, 4.24).2  While 
sculptural ceilings and highly polished pillars contribute much to its visual impact, perhaps what 
is most striking is the colossal image enshrined within the garbha-gṛha, which stands at a height 
of 14–15 feet (4.27–4.57 meters) (figs. 4.8, 4.32).3  The inscription that commemorates its 
consecration celebrates the temple as an “abode of the jina (jinālaya) which even the lotus-born 
[Brahma] could not surpass in drawing, carving, and sculpting, which shines like the silver 
mountain, a jeweled ornament of the earth,” and states that its patron, the courtier Boppadēva, 
had it built as a memorial to his father, the general (daṇḍanāyaka) Gaṅgarāja, “in the middle of 
the greatest of capital cities, Dhōrasamudra.” 4  
 If the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples were built at the geographic center of 
the Hoysaḷa capital’s urbanized eastern zone, at a midpoint between the northern and southern 
ends of the fortified city, the Pārśvanātha basadi, though further south, was indeed situated at a 
second node “in the middle” (madhyadoḷ) of the city.  Built directly east of the palace, the temple 
occupied a socially and politically central location — especially for its courtly patron — by 
virtue of its proximity to the seat of the Hoysaḷa court.  It was also spatially central to the 
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2 In general, Jain temples of the Hoysaḷa period, like the pre-Hoysaḷa temples of southern Karṇāṭaka, tend to have 
relatively restrained exteriors.  The exception to this trend is the Hoysaḷa-style Śāntinātha basadi at Jinanāthapura 
(see Del Bontà 2011).  This restraint was not unique to Jain temples, as numerous Śaiva and Vaiṣṇava temples were 
also built with unadorned walls.  Whatever the temple’s affiliation, the interior typically contains a greater amount of 
sculptural work than the exterior.
3 MAR 1930 (p. 57) estimates the height to be 14 ft. whereas the Encyclopedia of Indian Temple Architecture (EITA) 
I.3 estimates 15 ft. (Dhaky, 1996, p. 328).  Unfortunately, it is not clear whether these measurements refer only to 
the figure of the jina or whether they also include the serpent backdrop, prabhāvalī frame, and/or one or both of the 
two bases that elevate the image.  So far I have been unable to obtain accurate measurements with the equipment 
available to me.
4 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 124], from ll. 51-52: 
jaḷajabhavaṃgaviṃtubareyalkaḍeyalkaruviṭṭugeyyalattaḷagavenippudaṃ toḷapa beḷiya beṭṭane pōlvudaṃ 
jagattiḷakamanī jinālayamanettisidaṃ / vibhu boppadēvanaggaḷikeyarājadhānigaḷoḷoppuva 
dhōrasamudradamadhyadoḷ || gaṃgarājaṃge parōkṣavinayavāgi dēvargge | …   I have adapted the translation from 
EC (NS) 9, p. 760. 
southeastern zone of Dōrasamudra, standing near the prominent intersection of the north-south 
rājamārga and the road leading eastward from the palace compound (see map 3).5  Situated on 
the southern side of this east-west road, the Pārśvanātha basadi faces north, a common 
orientation for Jain temples in Karṇāṭaka.6  The temple would perhaps have been the first 
structure encountered by someone departing from the palace along this road — most likely it 
would have been the first large-scale building in their path — and we will see in this chapter that 
it received the attention of multiple royal and courtly personages.  
 Though easily accessible from the palace and a recipient of patronage from the highest 
echelons of the Hoysaḷa elite — including the kings Viṣṇuvardhana (r. ca. 1108–1142) and 
Nārasiṃha III (r. ca. 1255–1292) — the Pārśvanātha basadi does not seem to have been strictly a 
royal or courtly temple.  Standing among other basadis built through more diverse sources of 
patronage and inhabiting a space apart from the palace, the temple was of the city, serving Jain 
communities of Dōrasamudra and the wider region.7  As one of the most prominent temples of 
the Hoysaḷa capital, it was both a place of Jain devotion8 and a site of political expression.  The 
written word was important to the temple’s distinction, but the visual impact of its monumental 
scale and its finely worked details surely contributed at least as much to its enduring power.  
 In this chapter I will examine the entwined roles of Jain values and the cultivation of 
status in the Pārśvanātha basadi.  These themes may seem incompatible if filtered through 
commonly held notions about a Jainism in which the ideal of renunciation dominates over 
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5 See chapters 2 and 6 for further discussion of roads and architecturally distinctive zones within Dōrasamudra.
6 The majority of basadis at the Jain pilgrimage site of Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, for instance, face either north or east [see 
map in EC (OS) II (rev. ed. 1923), Pl. II, or Settar 1989, Fig. 1, p. 6]. 
7 In 1262, the Pārśvanātha basadi received a grant from a collective of merchants who came from several towns 
within Hoysaḷa Nāḍu {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 396 [EC (OS) XV, B. 332]}.
8 On devotion and image-worship in Jain traditions, see Cort 2002 and 2010; Dundas 2002, pp. 200-214.
worldly concerns, but they find a place together in Hoysaḷa Dōrasamudra.  Along with the 
inscriptional record and the spatial and sculptural forms of the Pārśvanātha basadi, I will 
consider related material from other temples in Dōrasamudra and elsewhere, especially the Jain 
pilgrimage site of Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, approximately 66 kilometers southeast of the Hoysaḷa capital 
(see map 2).  As we will see, the Pārśvanātha basadi played an important role in the development 
of connections between this important place of pilgrimage and the city of Dōrasamudra, both 
institutionally and visually.  It was not the only temple in Dōrasamudra to do so, but it seems to 
have been one of the first, and its later history attests to its continued significance for the Hoysaḷa 
capital.  
The Pārśvanātha Basadi — Compound and Temple
 Before developing my arguments about the Pārśvanātha basadi’s associations with the 
most prestigious Jain institutions of Hoysaḷa country, I want to look in detail at the forms of the 
temple itself and its place within the compound in which it stands.  These considerations help to 
highlight the temple’s important status within the capital, particularly when we take into account 
the other basadis in its immediate surroundings.  
 As it stands today the Pārśvanātha basadi belongs to a compound of three Jain temples 
(figs. 4.1, 4.2), the only ones to survive from Hoysaḷa-period Dōrasamudra.9  Axially arranged 
from west to east, with the Pārśvanātha basadi occupying the westernmost position, all three face 
north.  The easternmost of the three is dedicated to the jina Śāntinātha and enshrines an image 
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9 Summary accounts of this compound and/or its temples are given in MAR 1911, para. 22; MAR 1917, pp. 4-5 (para. 
13); MAR 1930, pp. 55-59; Dhaky 1996, pp. 324-328, 354-355; Hampa 1999, p. 17; Krishna Murthy 2011, p. 109.  
that approaches the dimensions of the colossal Pārśvanātha (figs. 4.5, 4.9, 4.33; see table 4.1),10 
while the smaller central temple, which now enshrines a later image of Ādinātha, was originally 
dedicated to the jina Mallinātha (figs. 4.6, 4.7).11  Whereas the Pārśvanātha basadi was built and 
supported primarily through courtly and royal patronage, both at the time of its foundation in 
1133 C.E. and in later years,12  merchants played a central role in the sponsorship of the other two 
temples of the compound.  An inscription on the doorframe of the central temple’s garbha-gṛha, 
which has been dated to 1138 C.E., indicates that the smaller basadi was built by Mallimayya, a 
local chief (heggaḍe) from a merchant family, and received donations from a collective group of 
merchants and artisans of the mint.13  The name that was chosen for the temple, Nakara Jinālaya, 
underscores the basadi’s association with the merchant community, a division of which was 
known as the nakaras.14  The Jain nakaras of Dōrasamudra were also involved in the foundation 
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10 MAR 1930 (p. 59) records an approximate height of 14 ft. (4.27 m.) for Śāntinātha, and Dhaky (1996, p. 355) 
judges the image to be slightly shorter than the Pārśvanātha image (which he estimates to be about 15 ft. tall; Dhaky 
1996, p. 328).  As far as I know precise measurements have not been obtained for either sculpture.
11 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 403 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 335] records the consecration of Mallinātha within the temple.  The lion-
throne pīṭha that supports the later Ādinātha image is evidently original to the temple, for it features the image of a 
water pot, the symbol (lāñcana) that distinguishes Mallinātha from the other jinas.  For the lāñcanas of all twenty-
four tīrthaṅkaras, see, for instance, Jain and Fischer 1979, Part 1, Plate XLVII.
12 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389-391 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 124-126], of 1133, 1254, and 1255 C.E.  For further discussion of these 
inscriptions, see below, under the heading “The Drōhagharaṭṭa Jinālaya of Vijaya-Pārśvadēva: A Victorious 
Foundation in 1133 C.E.”  In the second half of the 13th century merchants also played a role in the patronage of the 
Pārśvanātha basadi {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 396 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 332] of 1262 C.E.}.
13 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 403 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 335].  Although the summary of the inscription in EC (NS) 9 states that the 
date given within the record “cannot be verified” [EC (NS) 9, p. 369], elsewhere the editors equate its date to 29 
December 1138 C.E. [EC (NS) 9, p. cxxiii].  Settar (1975a, p. 35) and Dhaky (1996, p. 328) also date the inscription 
to 1138 C.E.  The merchant background of Mallimayya’s family is indicated by the suffix -seṭṭi appended to his 
father’s name. 
14 Indeed, the donors named at the end of the inscription include the nakaras [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 403, l. 6].  A second 
inscription on the pīṭha within the garbha-gṛha corroborates the information that heggaḍe Mallimāya had the image 
installed in the Nakara Jinālaya {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 404 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 336]; undated}.
of the Śāntinātha basadi in 1256 C.E., as recorded by an inscription on the pedestal of the great 
image.15  
 For more than a century, then, the Pārśvanātha basadi and Nakara Jinālaya were the only 
temples within the compound.  They did not necessarily stand alone, however.  The stepwell in 
the northeastern area of the compound may predate the Śāntinātha basadi; although its place 
within the chronology of the compound is uncertain, the long, even, horizontal blocks of stone 
lining its lower levels indicate that it dates to the Hoysaḷa period.16  The date of the low prākāra 
(compound wall) that delineates the space of the basadis and the stepwell is also uncertain;17 
much of the wall is a recent reconstruction, but rectangular Hoysaḷa-period blocks are found on 
the western side.18  The area that the wall encircles, however, seems to have been conceived as 
its own unit from the time of the Pārśvanātha basadi’s construction, as the entire compound is 
elevated.  A flight of eight steps leads from the east-west road on the northern side of the 
compound to a mahādvāra (great gateway) oriented to the Pārśvanātha basadi (figs. 4.10, 4.11).  
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15 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 407 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 334].  M.H. Krishna mistakenly dated the Śāntinātha basadi to 1196 C.E., 
on the basis of another inscription in the compound [MAR 1930, p. 55, citing EC (OS) V, Bl. 129], and Dhaky 
evidently follows his lead in his account of the temple for EITA (Dhaky 1996, pp. 324, 355).  This inscription, 
however, records the construction of a different temple to Śāntinātha in a village called Koraḍukeṟe.  Moreover, the 
editors of Epigraphia Carnatica’s new series have revised that inscription’s date to 1315 C.E. [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 394].  
Later in his discussion, Krishna cites the inscription on the pedestal of Śāntinātha but does not comment on its 
purport or date (MAR 1930, p. 59). 
16 Today, water within the stepwell obscures the depth of the structure and the upper portions of its walls are lined in 
smaller, recent blocks, but photographs published in Verardi 1980 (Tavola VI) show the tank without water, 
revealing its evenly cut Hoysaḷa-period slabs descending deeply into the ground.  See also Hegewald 2002, p. 135.
17 In EITA, Dhaky erroneously dates the prākāra and its mahādvāra (which I will soon discuss) to 1254 C.E. (Dhaky 
1996, p. 324).  This conclusion seems to be based on an inscription of that date {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 390 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 
125]} referring to Nārasiṃha III’s sponsorship of repairs to a vaṭhṭhāra (compound {of houses?}) in land (kṣētra) 
given to the temple at an earlier time.  This record makes no mention of a mahādvāra, however, and the location of 
the enclosure and land to which it refers are not specified.  Below, I will discuss this inscription further (see pp. 
176-177).
18 IAR 1960–61 (p. 98) records the reconstruction of the prākāra “with old stones available at the site.”  With the 
exception of the western wall, however, most of the prākāra today consists of recently cut stone blocks and 
concrete.
Inconsistencies among the pillars of this gateway, the absence of a lintel to cap its decorative 
doorjambs, and the use of mortar throughout the structure indicate that its form has been altered 
since the Hoysaḷa period — it may even have been built anew in later centuries with reused 
materials — but an entrance structure of some form may well have stood in its place.19  The brick 
and plaster superstructure of the mahādvāra is certainly later, with a single disk to indicate that 
its roofline once resembled that of the Śāntinātha basadi’s century porch (compare figs. 4.5, 
4.10).  Both the gateway’s superstructure and the later portico are likely to have been added 
sometime during the 16th–17th centuries, an active period for the compound that also saw 
alterations to the mānastambha (“pride pillar,” intended to humble the visitor) that stands in front 
of the Śāntinātha basadi (fig. 4.12).20  The pillar and the enshrined yakṣa at its pinnacle may have 
been erected around the time of the temple’s foundation in 1256, but the relief carvings on its 
base, which depict a horse and a guardian figure, are later and appear to date to the 16th or 17th 
century (figs. 4.13, 4.14).21  Another post-Hoysaḷa addition to the compound, perhaps made 
around the same time, is the bali pīṭha (a small altar on which to place offerings) in front of the 
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19 A fruitful comparison for the prākāra and mahādvāra may be found at the ca. 11th-century Mahāvīra and 
Pārśvanātha temples at Lakkuṇḍi.  Although the compound wall and gateway of these temples has also been affected 
by later repairs (see IAR 1985–86, p. 158), more of their original elements have been preserved.
20 Besides the 16th–17th-century additions and changes mentioned in this paragraph, an inscription from the 
Pārśvanātha basadi dated to 1638 points to further activity at the compound {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 393 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 
128]}.  The 16th–17th centuries were also an especially active time in Bēlūr, as I discuss in Appendix II.
21 On mānastambhas, see Settar 1971 and 1987; Hampa 2000; Hegewald 2011.  Hegewald argues that the pillar in 
front of the Śāntinātha basadi, and other pillars that are similarly crowned with yakṣa figures, should be called 
brahmastambhas, following an identification of the yakṣa as Brahma, who is regarded both as the yakṣa of the jina 
Śītalanātha and as a protector of the temple precinct, and has a horse as his vehicle (Hegewald 2011, pp. 146-158).  
While this identification accords with present-day beliefs and practices, it does not appear to have applied to the 
pillars during the Hoysaḷa period.  Settar (1971, 1987) has convincingly shown that the term mānastambha applied 
to such pillars at least into the 12th century (see also Settar 1981, p. 48), and he suggests that the yakṣas installed 
upon them through the Hoysaḷa period should be identified with Sarvāhṇa (Settar 1971, pp. 30-34; see also Settar 
1975b, p. 37).  Settar cites a 17th-century text (Candrama’s Kārkaḷada-Gomaṭēśvara-Carite) as marking a turning 
point for the prominence of Brahma among Kannaḍa-speaking Jain communities (Settar 1971, p. 36); indeed, this 
text is approximately contemporaneous with the relief carvings on the Śāntinātha basadi’s mānastambha, and it is 
possible that the pillar and the yakṣa at its top came to be identified with Brahma around this time.
Pārśvanātha basadi, a composite feature consisting of a reused section from a ridged, bulbous 
schist pillar of the Hoysaḷa period, capped by a later granite disc incised with a simple flower 
design (see figs. 4.11, 4.15).  
 Both the chronology of the three basadis and the alignment of the compound’s entrance 
with the Pārśvanātha basadi point to the primacy of that temple within the group.  Together with 
its associated inscriptions, which I will address later in this chapter, the architectural and 
sculptural forms of the temple itself reinforce this assessment.  Its size significantly eclipses that 
of the roughly contemporaneous Nakara Jinālaya, and the colossal jina it enshrines must have 
made a significant impression on visitors to the temples (indeed, it still does).  Although the 
dimensions of the devotional image and main body of the temple — including its garbha-gṛha, 
antarāla, and raṅga-maṇḍapa — are similar to those of the later Śāntinātha basadi, a detached 
mukha-maṇḍapa (“facing hall,” a pillared space immediately preceding the inner hall of a 
temple), separated from the temple by a short distance, extends its reach (figs. 4.3, 4.4, 4.15).  
The open mukha-maṇḍapa also creates an impressive pillared facade for the temple, which the 
visitor immediately sees upon entering the compound.22
 The Pārśvanātha basadi is further distinguished from its neighbors by the finish and 
sculptural details of both its exterior and interior.  Whereas the exterior walls of the Nakara 
Jinālaya and Śāntinātha basadi follow plans comprised of simple rectilinear outlines, with 
largely unadorned surfaces articulated only by thin pilasters (figs. 4.5, 4.6), the vimāna plan of 
the Pārśvanātha basadi is defined by staggered bhadra projections that elegantly vary the 
contours of its exterior walls (figs. 4.3, 4.4, 4.16).  Like a Vēsara temple, its pilasters punctuate 
each transition within the contours of its surface, but unlike temples of this mode the spaces 
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22 This mukha-maṇḍapa was rebuilt from its original materials as part of the temple’s conservation between 1935 
and 1939 (MAR 1945, pp. 18, 20).
between pilasters frame no architectural imagery.23  Moreover, whereas the walls of all three 
basadis are formed with multiple blocks of stone in the manner of the region’s earlier temples 
(see fig. 1.14) — in contrast to the increasing use during the 12th century of massive, vertically 
oriented blocks of stone for each section of a temple’s wall — the blocks of the Pārśvanātha 
temple were cut particularly evenly, yielding a smoother surface than that of the other two 
basadis.24  
 Although the exteriors of all three basadis appear quite plain in comparison to the 
sculptural Hoysaḷa-style temples built during the 12th and 13th centuries in Dōrasamudra and 
elsewhere,25 the stark walls of the Pārśvanātha basadi are framed above and below by sculpted 
imagery.  Along the roofline of the temple’s vimāna, and extending to the southern (back) part of 
the raṅga-maṇḍapa’s exterior, is a series of delicately carved images of jinas, yakṣas and yakṣīs, 
kīrtimukhas, open-mouthed makaras, and various vegetal and aquatic motifs (figs. 4.16, 4.17).26  
Below the main section of the wall, on the fifth level from the bottom of the temple’s six-part 
molded adhiṣṭhāna (base), protruding block-like sections have been transformed into open-
mouthed makaras similar to those along the roofline (fig. 4.18).  Some of these makaras are 
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23 See chapter 1 for a discussion of the Vēsara mode of temple architecture.
24 It must be granted that the comparatively rougher surfaces of the Ādinātha/Mallinātha and Śāntinātha basadis is at 
least partly due to restoration work.  The Śāntinātha basadi in particular has undergone heavy restorations, its walls 
having been dismantled and rebuilt between 1997 and 1999 (IAR 1997–98, p. 272; IAR 1998–99, p. 274).  Although 
many of the walls’ separate elements were labeled with painted numbers to guide reconstruction, several stones were 
replaced incorrectly: some pilasters are crooked and others are jumbled by misplaced blocks.
25 For more on Hoysaḷạ-style temples, see chapters 1, 3, 5, and 6 of this dissertation.
26 Evidently this sculptural imagery once extended further along the sides of the raṅga-maṇḍapa’s roofline; MAR 
1930 (p. 56) notes that the remaining blocks of the parapet were at that time kept in the Kēdārēśvara temple’s 
compound.  A few of the sculpted architectural fragments now placed around the Kēdārēśvara temple’s jagatī 
staircases (constructed during early 20th-century restorations; see chapter 5) may originate from the Pārśvanātha 
basadi, but most of the material to which the report from 1930 refers appears to have been moved to Haḷēbīḍ’s 
Archaeological Museum.
more finely finished than others; a few remain roughed out or only partially carved, and others 
remain as plain blocks, primed for sculptors whose chisels never reached them.  Accompanying 
these makaras, various other images are carved into this level of the adhiṣṭhāna, at the central 
points of the wall’s bhadras.  These include elephants (fig. 4.19), lions, dancers and musicians, 
and even a few images that would seem more at home on a Śaiva temple than on a Jain basadi.  
On the eastern side of the temple, facing south, is a multi-armed, weapon-bearing god, dancing 
to the rhythms of the drummers who flank him, and bearing every resemblance to Śiva (fig. 
4.20), while the western side of the temple displays a similarly armed goddess with drummers 
and devotees (fig. 4.21), and an image of a nude woman draped in snakes and accompanied by 
two male figures wearing distinctive hooded cloaks (fig. 4.22).27  Each of these small images 
remains roughed out; while the figures’ bodily proportions and the details of their dress and 
jewelry appear to situate them in the Hoysaḷa period, just when they were carved — and by 
whom — remains unclear.  Future research may one day help to explain some of the questions 
surrounding these figures’ presence on the Pārśvanātha basadi.28
 If the size, workmanship, and imagery of the Pārśvanātha basadi’s exterior distinguishes 
it from its neighboring temples, its spacious and sumptuous interior truly sets it apart (figs. 4.8, 
4.23, 4.24).  Dominated by the rich hue of the black schist that forms its pillars, floors, and 
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27 The figures of the nude woman entwined with snakes and the man wearing a hood and (usually) a long-sleeved 
coat, found on many Hoysaḷa-period temples, remain enigmatic but more often than not seem connected to practices 
of worshiping fierce forms of Śiva and Śakti.  Ladreche and Loizeau (2008) discuss these figure types and suggest 
their connection to the fierce divinities Kālī-Bhairavī and Bhairava and to “yoga” (p. 18).  Although the authors list 
many instances of these figures in the table appended to their article (Ladreche and Loizeau 2008, p. 20), they seem 
not to have taken notice of the vignette on the Pārśvanātha basadi‘s western adhiṣṭhāna.
28 Beyond investigating the moment of their interpolation into the sculptural imagery of the temple’s adhiṣṭhāna and 
possible reasons behind their inclusion in the ornamental details of the Jain temple, it will be worth considering 
whether the imagery is even specifically Śaiva, as comparative material would seem to suggest, or whether it is more 
generally Tāntric, with applicability across sectarian boundaries.  For a brief discussion of Jain Tāntra in Karṇāṭaka, 
see Singh 1975, pp. 56-60.  
ceilings, the interior of the Pārśvanātha basadi is characterized by a visual interplay between 
smoothly polished surfaces and intricately chiseled sculpture, by the curving contours of the 
massive śrīkāra pillars that structure its space, and by the immense presence of the colossal 
image within the garbha-gṛha, which during almost any time of day is illuminated by a shaft of 
light that travels across the temple from its single doorway (see fig. 4.42).  Although the interior 
of the Śāntinātha basadi is similar in dimensions and design, with polished śrīkāra pillars 
arranged in a square at the center of the raṅga-maṇḍapa and a central axis leading to the colossal 
tīrthaṅkara within the sanctum (fig. 4.9), the sculptural embellishments that enhance the 
Pārśvanātha basadi’s interior are not found in the later temple.  In the Pārśvanātha basadi, the 
central, curving portions of the pillars are adorned with garland, vine, and jewel motifs, and 
musicians and dancers populate the bases; such ornamentation is absent from the pillars of the 
Śāntinātha basadi.29  
 Perhaps most remarkable from a sculptural point of view is the central ceiling of the 
Pārśvanātha basadi’s raṅga-maṇḍapa, the intricacy of which far exceeds the ceilings of its 
neighboring temples (fig. 4.25).  At the center is a square panel featuring Dharaṇēndra, the 
serpent-yakṣa of Pārśvanātha, surrounded by celestial beings and royally adorned devotees (fig. 
4.26); additional images of animals and human figures occupy each side of the surrounding 
square that frames this panel, and further imagery embellishes the downward-facing surfaces of 
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29 The Śāntinātha basadi’s pillars and bases were apparently designed to accommodate such embellishments and 
figures, but where the Pārśvanātha basadi’s pillars bear sculptural imagery those of the Śāntinātha basadi remain 
unadorned.  Even in the Pārśvanātha basadi, some of the figures planned for the pillars’ bases remain roughed out or 
uncarved, and it appears that the pillars were never fully finished as planned.
the nested octagons that surround the central square (fig. 4.27).30  The prominence of 
Dharaṇēndra in the raṅga-maṇḍapa’s ceiling speaks to the importance of śāsanadēvatās 
(“divinities of the teachings”), the yakṣa and yakṣī protectors of each tīrthaṅkara, who are also 
worshiped as independent gods and goddesses.31  Finely sculpted devotional images of such 
divinities are found within the basadi, the male yakṣa on the southern side of the raṅga-
maṇḍapa, next to the antarāla doorway (fig. 4.28), and the female yakṣī against the western wall 
of the antarāla (fig. 4.29).  The iconography of the images suggests that they are the yakṣa 
Sarvāhṇa (also called Gōmēdha) and yakṣī Kuṣmāṇḍinī (Ambikā), who are traditionally 
associated with Nēminātha but whose popularity in Karṇāṭaka between the 10th and 12th 
centuries led to their installation in temples of other jinas too.32  Damage to the sculptures and 
irregularities in the positioning of their pīṭhas indicate that both were moved at some point in 
time, either from another temple or within the Pārśvanātha basadi.33 
 If the yakṣa and yakṣī were indeed made for the Pārśvanātha basadi, they would not have 
been the only secondary devotional images to accompany the monumental tīrthaṅkara in his 
temple.  Along the walls of the raṅga-maṇḍapa are eight subsidiary shrines: three each on the 
eastern and western walls and two on the northern wall, on either side of the temple’s doorway 
(figs. 4.3, 4.24, 4.30).  Today none of the shrines contain their images, but pīṭhas still remain 
 150
30 M.H. Krishna proposed that the figures surrounding the central square comprised narrative “Jain scenes” (MAR 
1930, p. 56).  His identification of the central figure as “probably Pārśvanātha as a Prince” (p. 56) is mistaken; the 
image of the princely figure sheltered by hooded snake heads is consistent with the iconography of Dharaṇēndra (see 
Settar 1975b, p. 39; Nagar 1999, vol. 1, p. 238).  The mukha-maṇḍapa of the Pārśvanātha basadi has a similar 
ceiling. 
31 See Settar 1975b; Dundas 2002, pp. 212-214.  Cort 1987 focuses specifically on the worship of goddesses 
(yakṣīs), who were more prominent than yakṣas in Jain devotional traditions.
32 Settar 1975b, pp. 37-38.  See also Settar 1971, pp. 31-34.
33 It is not unusual to find śāsanadēvatās in these areas of the temple, but both images fit irregularly on their pīṭhas, 
and the pīṭha of the yakṣa is turned so that the image carved into its side faces the wall.
within the six that line the eastern and western walls.  Each pīṭha has three sockets, below which 
are carved symbols (lāñcanas) associated with different jinas (fig. 4.31).34  It appears that all 
twenty-four tīrthaṅkaras were once enshrined within the eight subsidiary shrines, for the 
temple’s foundation inscription stipulates that income from a village granted by the king himself 
was intended to support their worship within the temple.35  In addition to being the largest and 
most sculptural temple of its compound, then, the Pārśvanātha basadi was the only one to 
accommodate all the tīrthaṅkaras under one roof — at the very least, it was the only temple to 
accommodate them within their own subsidiary shrines, and the only one for which an associated 
inscription makes reference to them.  The Pārśvanātha basadi may have been the only temple in 
the entire city to enshrine images of all twenty-four tīrthaṅkaras, for among the traces of 
Dōrasamudra’s other Jain temples (to which I will soon turn) there is nothing to suggest that any 
other basadi contained a complete set.
 As significant as the inclusion of all twenty-four tīrthaṅkaras is for the Pārśvanātha 
basadi, the central and most visually commanding object of worship within the temple is the 
monumental image of Pārśvanātha enshrined within the lofty garbha-gṛha (fig. 4.32).  This too 
marks the importance of the temple, for until the construction of the Śāntinātha basadi in the 
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34 The shrine located to the west of the doorway on the northern wall contains a pīṭha made to accommodate a single 
image (perhaps that of Candraprabha, whose crescent moon lāñcana is carved into the side), but this pīṭha appears 
to have been moved to its present location at some later point in time.  The northern wall’s subsidiary shrines, 
though somewhat shallower than those on the eastern and western walls, are comparable to them in width (around 
170 cm. on the interior), and the rougher floor surface at the back of each suggests that pīṭhas once filled the space 
as they still do for the eastern and western shrines.  (The central shrines on the eastern and western walls are larger 
than the rest, approximately 200 cm. on the eastern wall and 197 cm. wide on the western wall.)  Triple-image 
pīṭhas may still have remained within the northern shrines as late as 1930, when Krishna reported “24 pedestals” in 
the subsidiary shrines, albeit without images (MAR 1930, p. 57).  I have not yet located the two missing triple-image 
pīṭhas.
35 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 124], from ll. 61-62 (trans. p. 761).  Below, I will further discuss the 
involvement of the king, Viṣṇuvardhana (see section entitled “The Drōhagharaṭṭa Jinālaya of Vijaya-
Pārśvadēva…”).
mid-13th century, the Pārśvanātha basadi was the only temple of its compound to contain such 
an image.  Even after the installation of the colossal Śāntinātha, the image of Pārśvanātha 
remained the more visually complex of the two images, distinguished not only by the seven-
headed serpent that shelters his body — a defining part of Pārśvanātha’s iconography — but also 
by an elaborately carved prabhāvalī that frames the image and peaks in a broad parasol many 
times the size of Śāntinātha’s (figs. 4.32, 4.33.).  Outside the compound, however, within a group 
of now-ruined Jain temples, another monumental tīrthaṅkara slightly surpassed even the colossal 
Pārśvanātha in height, reaching nearly 16 feet (nearly 4.88 m.).36  Although the state of our 
knowledge is still too fragmentary to analyze the temple of this jina or its neighboring ruins in 
depth, the available materials offer important insights into the Jain landscape of Dōrasamudra 
and the affiliations promoted by the leadership of its temples.  I turn now to these materials, for 
they provide a greater understanding of the Pārśvanātha basadi’s place among the Hoysaḷa 
capital’s Jain institutions and the space they occupied within the city.
Jain Institutions of Dōrasamudra
 The Jain landscape of Dōrasamudra extended well beyond the compound of the 
Pārśvanātha basadi, as inscriptions, sculptures, and architectural materials indicate.  In addition 
to the three surviving basadis, there were the Puṇisa Jinālaya (presumably named for 
Viṣṇuvardhana’s general, Puṇisa),37  the Viṣṇuvardhana Jinālaya sponsored by the general 
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36 See n. 45 below.
37 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 400 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 338].
(daṇḍanāyaka) Viṣṇu-daṇḍādhipa (also called Biṭṭiyaṇṇa) and consecrated in 1136 C.E.,38 the 
Nagara Jinālaya sponsored in 1191 by the guru Śrīpāla Traividyadēva along with three of his 
merchant disciples together with other merchants,39  the Hoysaḷa Jinālaya sponsored by Dāsi-seṭṭi 
(also a merchant, as the suffix -seṭṭi indicates),40 the Trikūṭa-Ratnatraya-Śāntinātha Jinālaya built 
collectively and supported by Nārasiṃha III in 1265,41and probably others for which no 
inscriptions survive.42  Some of these temples were located a short distance to the south of the 
surviving basadis, where a large group of temple ruins approximately 100 meters from the 
Pārśvanātha temple have yielded a significant amount of Jain material (map 3, fig. 4.34).43  
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38 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 106 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 17].  This inscription is now built into the roof of the Saumyanāyaki temple 
within the Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava compound, but its text clearly states that the Viṣṇuvardhana Jinālaya, the foundation 
of which the text describes, was located “in the illustrious capital of the Yādava kingdom, Dōrasamudra” (from l. 
73: śrīmadyādavarājyarājadhāni dōrasamudradoḷī viṣṇuvarddhanaṃ jinālayavaṃ).
39 EC (NS) 8, Al. 17 (MAR 1926, no. 25; cited by Settar 1992, vol. 1, p. 48).  Like record cited in the previous note, 
this inscription was found in a different town (Sōmpura, Alūru Tk.) but it unambiguously situates its temple within 
Dōrasamudra (from l. 41: rājadhāni-dōrasamudradōḷu).  This temple should not be confused with the Nakara 
Jinālaya within the compound of the Pārśvanātha basadi.  Besides the different jinas named for each — the Nagara 
Jinālaya enshrined Abhinava-Śāntināthadēva, not Mallinātha — the two jinālayas belonged to different institutional 
affiliations, which I will discuss below.  {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 403-404 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 335-336] record the foundation 
of the Nakara Jinālaya.}
40 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 364 (undated, ca. 12th–13th century characters).
41 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 321-323 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 342-343].  EC (NS) 9, Bl. 321 records a generous land grant from the 
king Nārasiṃha III but says that the temple was constructed “by the association of the illustrious Mūla Saṅgha and 
Balātkāra Gaṇa” (from l. 48: śrī mūlasaṃgha balātkāragaṇasaṃbaṃdhinaḥ).  Substantial portions of this record are 
in Sanskrit; the grant is also stated in Kannaḍa.
42 An inscription found during the excavation of the Nagarēśvara compound refers to the renovation of a Jain temple 
in 1229 C.E., but because the text of this inscription has not been published I cannot comment on the name or date 
of the temple itself (IAR 1986–87, p. 42, reports the finding but provides only minimal information about the 
inscription’s content).  In addition, EC (NS) 9, Bl. 281 (MAR 1937, no. 35), undated but paleographically assigned to 
the 12th century, refers to the construction of a Śāntinātha temple by one Kavaḍeyara Jakavve, for the monk 
Nayakīrtti Siddhāntadēva.  Because this damaged record was found in the bed of the large tank, it is unclear whether 
the temple was located in Dōrasamudra itself or just outside the city.
43 When I visited Haḷēbīḍ in late January 2009 an ASI team was in the process of surveying the area, which is still 
filled with architectural fragments, some carved with Jain imagery.  I was informed at the time that the ASI intended 
to excavate the area soon after that (Parthan Aravazhi, personal communication, 28 Jan. 2009), but as far as I know 
no further action has yet been taken.
Besides the inscription referring to the Puṇisa Jinālaya and another epigraph naming a particular 
school of Jainism,44 a third colossal tīrthaṅkara with an estimated height of 15–16 feet (4.57–
4.88 m.) was found in pieces among the ruins.45  The image has been restored and is now in the 
collection of the Haḷēbīḍ Archaeological Museum (acc. no. 488), displayed in the landscaped 
area to the northeast of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple (fig. 4.35).46  Other Jain materials have been 
found in the eastern part of the Nagarēśvara ruin, just 60 meters south of the mahādvāra’s 
foundations,47 and the stele bearing the inscriptions of the Trikūṭa-Ratnatraya-Śāntinātha Jinālaya 
was found only slightly southwest of there, near the nelamāḷige (“underground cell”) on the 
northern side of Beṇṇe Guḍḍa.48  Many additional materials from Dōrasamudra — including 
devotional sculptures of jinas, yakṣīs, and yakṣas; lion-throne pīṭhas made to support jina 
images; and niśidhi memorial stones commemorating devout Jains who took a vow of total 
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44 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 399-400 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 337-338].  I will address this school of Jainism below, along with 
others named in Dōrasamudra’s inscriptional record.
45 MAR 1930 (p. 52), which records the find-spot of the image, estimates that when intact its height “must have been 
more than 15 feet.”  The accession register of the Archaeological Museum at Haḷēbīḍ, where the image is now kept 
(acc. no. 488), records a height of “nearly 16 feet.”  This is the height recorded in IAR 1970–71 (p. 77, erroneously 
calling the jina “a sixteen-foot high Gomatesvara”), but IAR 1975–76 (p. 91) and IAR 1976–77 (p. 95) state that the 
height of the image is 5.7 m. (18 ft. 8 in.).  Perhaps this outlying measurement is erroneous or includes the pedestal 
and framework constructed for the jina (see next note).  It would be useful to obtain new, reliable measurements 
both for this jina and for Pārśvanātha and Śāntinātha.  See table 4.1 at the end of this chapter for the heights of these 
and other colossal images.
46 IAR 1975–76 (p. 91 and pl. LXIX) records the restoration of the image and its accession to the museum; IAR 
1976–77 (p. 95) records the construction of its prabhāvalī backdrop.  Whereas the triple parasol was found among 
the fragments of the jina image, the rest of the framework was evidently assembled by the Museum from 
miscellaneous parts.  The lion pīṭha that now elevates the image is also part of this modern assemblage; 
Dōrasamudra’s other colossal tīrthaṅkaras have simpler pedestals, and lion pīṭhas usually support smaller jinas.  
The provenience of most of these objects is not clear, but the Museum’s accession register indicates that the yakṣa 
(acc. no. 169) and yakṣī (acc. no. 230) were at some point taken from the compound of the Kēdārēśvara temple.
47 IAR 1986–87, p. 42, and Parthan Aravazhi, personal communication, 28 Jan. 2009.
48 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 321 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 342] is inscribed on the face of the stele; EC (NS) 9, Bl. 322-323 [EC (OS) 
XV, Bl. 343] are inscribed on the two narrow sides.  This stele is now kept in the museum (acc. no. 531).
renunciation and fasting at the ends of their lives49 — are in the collection of the Haḷēbīḍ 
Archaeological Museum; three additional objects from Dōrasamudra’s Jain temples are in the 
collection of the National Museum of Denmark, Copenhagen.50  
 The Jain inscriptional record from Dōrasamudra — which includes a substantial number 
of niśidhis, in addition to inscriptions documenting donations to temples — contains detailed 
information about the lineages of intellectual descent claimed by the leaders of the city’s Jain 
community and the specific monastic orders they represented.  Within the broader Digambara 
tradition, the inscriptions mention two major schools of Jainism, each of which branches out into 
various subgroups.  The first of the two primary divisions is the Mūla Saṅgha, or “root 
assembly,” with which all three surviving basadis were associated.  The Mūla Saṅgha was 
associated with the Koṇḍakundānvaya, the lineage (anvaya) of the early Jain teacher 
Koṇḍakunda (also known as Kundakunda).51  Further divisions of the Mūla Saṅgha that were 
prominent at Dōrasamudra were the Dēsiya Gaṇa (“native troop,” also spelled dēśiya-gaṇa, 
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49 On niśidhis and the ritual deaths they commemorate, see Settar 1989 (esp. sections II and III).  See also Settar and  
Korisettar 1982; Upadhye 1982.
50 Most Jain material at the Haḷēbīḍ Archaeological Museum seems to have been collected from the areas I have 
mentioned in this paragraph or from the surviving basadis, although a few objects come from other towns in the 
region.  The National Museum of Denmark has three Jain objects collected from Haḷēbīḍ and Bastihaḷḷi in 1900: a 
damaged standing tīrthaṅkara with no framing structure (acc. no. Da.795), a standing tīrthaṅkara set into a 
sculptural stele (Da.796), and a square-based tower pinnacle with twenty-four seated tīrthaṅkara images in three 
rows lining each of its sides (Da.797).  See Settar 1975a, pp. 99-101, 154 and Plates LIII, LIV, LVI.  Although Settar 
states that all three sculptures were taken from the ruined basadis (1975a, pp. 99, 154), a list made at the time of 
their collection, and now in the archives of the National Museum of Denmark’s Department of Ethnography, 
indicates that Da.795 was found in the compound of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple (outside its original context), that Da.
796 came “from a Jain temple (not ruined),” and that Da.797 was found “at the roadside a little distance from the 
Hoysala Temple” (i.e., the Hoysaḷēśvara temple) (NMD archives, Department of Ethnography, document no. 
71/1901).  A letter from the collector, Edouard Løventhal, written to the director of the museum on 15 September 
1901, confirms these locations.  For more about the Hoysaḷa collection at the National Museum of Denmark, see 
Settar 1975a and chapter 5 of this dissertation.
51 Kundakunda has traditionally been dated to the 2nd–3rd century C.E. but more recent assessments place him 
around the second half of the 8th century.  For an overview of Kundakunda and his philosophy, see Dundas 2002, 
pp. 107-110.  Dundas also provides a brief overview of the Mūla Saṅgha (2002, pp. 121-122).
dēsiga-gaṇa) and the Pustaka Gaccha (“branch of the book”).  Inscriptions from the Pārśvanātha 
basadi, Nakara Jinālaya, and Śāntinātha basadi consistently refer to the linked groups Mūla 
Saṅgha, Koṇḍakundānvaya, Dēsiya Gaṇa, and Pustaka Gaccha, and the compound in which the 
temples stand appears to have been a center for the monastic order and lay followers attached to 
these traditions.52  In addition, a few records from the three basadis refer to a further subdivision, 
called a baḷi.  The foundation inscriptions of both the Pārśvanātha and Śāntinātha basadis (1133 
and 1256 C.E., respectively) name the Hanasōge(ya) Baḷi, which was perhaps dominant among 
members of the temples’ monastic communities between the mid-12th and mid-13th centuries.  
In the late 13th century, however, the affiliation of the compound may have shifted to the 
Iṅgaḷēśvara Baḷi, which is named in two niśidhis commemorating the ritualized deaths of two 
monks in Dōrasamudra, one Bālacandra Paṇḍitadēva in 1274 C.E. (the niśidhi of whom is found 
on the porch of the Nakara Jinālaya / Ādinātha basadi) and his disciple, Rāmacandra 
Maḷadhāridēva, in 1300 (whose niśidhi is found inside the Śāntinātha basadi).53  Alternatively, 
adherents of more than one baḷi may have been active at the compound during this time.
 Along with the interconnected Mūla Saṅgha, Koṇḍakundānvaya, Dēsiya Gaṇa, and 
Pustaka Gaccha, which flourished at the compound of the Pārśvanātha basadi, the second major 
division of Dōrasamudra’s Jain community was the Dramiḷa Saṅgha (also spelled Drāviḷa 
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52 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, 396, 401, 403–407 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 124, 131, 133, 134; EC (OS) XV, Bl. 332, 334-336].  
Bl. 396 (OS Bl. 332; a donative inscription to the Pārśvanātha basadi, 1262 C.E.) omits reference to the 
Koṇḍakundānvaya but names the other three groups.  Bl. 405 (OS Bl. 133; a niśidhi within the Śāntinātha basadi, 
1280 C.E.) names the Śrī Saṅgha in place of the Mūla Saṅgha.  The Śrī Saṅgha was an earlier monastic order in the 
region but is rarely encountered in inscriptions postdating the 8th century (see Settar 1989, pp. 9-11).  In Bl. 405, the 
name Śrī Saṅgha (“the illustrious assembly”) seems to refer to the Mūla Saṅgha; in addition to naming subdivisions 
identical to those of the Mūla Saṅgha, the inscription names individual monks known to have belonged to the Mūla 
Saṅgha.
53 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 401, 406 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 131, 134].
Saṅgha; both are alternative spellings for Drāviḍa Saṅgha).54  In Dōrasamudra, the Dramiḷa 
Saṅgha seems to have been based at the now-ruined temple compound to the south of the 
surviving basadis, for inscriptions found there name the order along with its associated Nandi 
Saṅgha and Aruṅgaḷānvaya.55  One of these was found on the pedestal of the colossal 
tīrthaṅkara and the other, found nearby, names the Puṇisa Jinālaya; both have been dated 
paleographically to ca. 12th century.56  Inscriptions from Dōrasamudra’s Viṣṇuvardhana Jinālaya 
(1136 C.E.), Nagara Jinālaya (1191), and Hoysaḷa Jinālaya (ca. 12th-13th century) also refer to 
the Dramiḷa Saṅgha;57 it is likely that these temples also belonged to the compound located to the 
south of the Pārśvanātha basadi. 
 During much of the Hoysaḷa period, then, there appear to have been two major Jain 
centers within Dōrasamudra: one affiliated with the Mūla Saṅgha, Koṇḍakundānvaya, Dēsiya 
Gaṇa, and Pustaka Gaccha, based at the compound of the Pārśvanātha basadi, Nakara Jinālaya, 
and (from 1256 onward) Śāntinātha basadi; and the other affiliated with the Dramiḷa Saṅgha, 
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54 Scholars have commonly held that the Drāviḍa Saṅgha was founded in Madurai, Tamiḻ Nāḍu, but in recent 
decades some have argued for its development in Karṇāṭaka.  For an overview of the positions, see Singh 1975, pp. 
124-125.  Singh cites an 11th-century inscription that aligns the Drāviḍa Saṅgha with the Mūla Saṅgha (pp. 120, 
125), but the evidence from 12th-century Dōrasamudra points to a separation between the two.
55 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 399, 400 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 337, 338].  In addition, a niśidhi found near the Kēdārēśvara temple 
(possibly outside its original context) names the Drāviḷa Saṅgha and Nandi Saṅgha {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 310 [EC (OS) 
XV, Bl. 322] of 1295 C.E.}.
56 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 399 [(OS) XV, Bl. 337] is stated to be inscribed upon the tīrthaṅkara’s pedestal, while Bl. 400 
[(OS) XV, Bl. 338] is said to be “On the ashṭhabandhana” found in the ruins.  The exact location of the latter 
inscription is not clear, but I hope to resolve the matter during my next visit to Haḷēbīḍ; both inscriptions are now in 
the site’s Archaeological Museum.  In MAR 1908 (para. 9, p. 2), R. Narasimhachar remarked that the inscription on 
the pedestal found in the ruins mentioned “Punisa, a famous general under Vishnuvardhana,” but because he did not 
provide the full text of the inscription it is unclear whether he was conflating the two, the texts of which — as 
recorded in EC (NS) 9 and EC (OS) XV — are nearly identical, save the reference to Puṇisa.  Clarification of this 
matter may help to resolve whether the temple with the colossal tīrthaṅkara was the Puṇisa Jinālaya or one of the 
other basadis of the Dramiḷa Saṅgha.
57 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 106 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 17] of the Viṣṇuvardhana Jinālaya names the Dramiḷa Saṅgha.  EC (NS) 9, Bl. 
364 of the Hoysaḷa Jinālaya names the Dramiḷa Saṅgha and the Aruṅgaḷānvaya.  EC (NS) 8, Al. 17 of the Nagara 
Jinālaya adds the Nandi Saṅgha to this list. 
Nandi Saṅgha, and Aruṅgaḷānvaya, based at a second compound to the south of that, which 
included the Puṇisa Jinālaya and probably the Viṣṇuvardhana Jinālaya, Nagara Jinālaya, and 
Hoysaḷa Jinālaya.  Further research would be required to comment on the degree of rivalry or 
cooperation between these two sectarian groups; the intriguing parallel of the Mūla Saṅgha’s 
Nakara Jinālaya and the Dramiḷa Saṅgha’s Nagara Jinālaya — each sponsored by members of the 
same merchant collective, alternately spelled nakara or nagara — could point to the appeal of 
both saṅghas to the Jain members of this association, but alternatively it may indicate the 
accommodation of divergent sectarian preferences among them.  Both saṅghas were located in 
the southeastern part of the city, near the southern part of the rājamārga and in proximity to the 
palace (map 3), and both projected a clear institutional affiliation in their respective inscriptions.  
Individual Jains in Dōrasamudra may have inhabited a wider area of the city, and not all 
necessarily subscribed to the sectarian affiliations professed by the elite monastic leaders and 
their disciples (some of whom were members of the laity), but the inscriptional and 
archaeological records suggest that the temples of these two saṅghas held a particularly strong 
presence within a fairly compact area of the capital’s southeastern zone.
 The Jain temple ruin found in the southeastern part of the Nagarēśvara site and the nearby 
inscription referring to the renovation of a basadi in 122958 suggest the possibility of a Jain 
presence closer to the center of the capital in the 12th century, but until further details about the 
excavated materials and the text of this inscription are available, the relationship of this basadi to 
the centers of the Mūla and Drāmiḷa Saṅghas remains uncertain.  The Trikūta-Ratnatraya-
Śāntinātha Jinālaya of 1265 may also have been located in this central area of the capital, if the 
temple was situated in the vicinity of its foundation inscription’s find-spot to the immediate north 
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58 IAR 1986–87, p. 42.
of Beṇṇe Guḍḍa.59  Only an excavation of the area can confirm this, however, for it is possible 
that the inscription slab was moved there at a later point in time.60  The text of the inscription is 
more reliable and shows a diversification of Dōrasamudra’s Jain institutional affiliations.  The 
record situates the leaders of the jinālaya unambiguously within the Mūla Saṅgha, but instead of 
the Dēsiya Gaṇa and Pustaka Gaccha branches that dominated Dōrasamudra’s other Mūla 
Saṅgha temples, its monastic leadership is said to belong to the Nandi Saṅgha and Balātkāra 
Gaṇa.61  The reference to the Nandi Saṅgha is especially noteworthy, for previously this 
assembly had been associated with the Dramiḷa Saṅgha.  Its incorporation into the Mūla Saṅgha 
at the Trikūṭa-Ratnatraya-Śāntinātha Jinālaya may mark an attempt to appropriate a monastic 
lineage with royal connections: although the earlier Mūla Saṅgha temples of Dōrasamudra were 
no doubt relevant to both the royal family and the wider court (as we will soon see), the temple 
leadership of the Dramiḷa Saṅgha made more explicit claims about their association with royalty.  
Not only did two of Dōrasamudra’s Dramiḷa Saṅgha temples carry royal Hoysaḷa names — the 
Viṣṇuvardhana Jinālaya and the Hoysaḷa Jinālaya — but their monastic leaders claimed to belong 
to a lineage of gurus with a long history of royal disciples from a number of dynasties, including 
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59 Epigraphia Carnatica describes the inscription as having been “set up in the field of kuḷavāḍi [farmer] near the 
underground-cell [nelamāḷige] to the north of Beṇṇeguḍḍa” [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 321, p. 726; EC (OS) XV, Bl. 342].  
MAR 1930 describes its provenience more specifically: “Directly to the west of the Rudrêśvara temple by a hundred 
yards on the north slope of Beṇṇe-guḍḍa, there is a large mound of earth on which lies the inscription stone, Belur 
342.  About 15 yards to the south-west is a pit in the ground in which at a depth of about six feet from the surface 
can be seen a small typically rounded pillar of pot stone.  This is pointed out as a Nelamâḷige or underground cellar.  
It is perhaps worthwhile excavating the area” (MAR 1930, p. 51).  The area still awaits excavation.
60 The transformation of the jina image originally carved at the center of the inscription’s upper lunette into the 
image of a liṅga shows that later inhabitants of the town altered the stele to conform to Śaiva preferences; the 
inscription stele may also have been moved at this time.  Intriguingly, the text of the inscription was preserved, 
perhaps because it was no longer legible to the majority of viewers, or perhaps because the visual imagery spoke 
more powerfully to sectarian preferences, regardless of the text’s legibility.
61 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 321 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 342)].
the Hoysaḷa king Eṟeyaṅga (r. ca. late 11th century).62  The temple leadership of the Trikūṭa-
Ratnatraya-Śāntinātha Jinālaya may have had a particular interest in appropriating such a 
heritage of royal relationships into their own Mūla Saṅgha and Balātkāra Gaṇa since the Hoysaḷa 
king Nārasiṃha III (r. ca. 1255–1292) was directly involved in the temple’s establishment, 
having made a sizable land grant for the maintenance and operations of the basadi and having 
participated in its consecration.63  
 The Jain monastic orders named in Dōrasamudra’s inscriptional record had a presence not 
only in the capital city but throughout the Hoysaḷa kingdom, as epigraphs across southern 
Karṇāṭaka attest.  Perhaps most significantly, the same sectarian groups — and even many of the 
same individual monks — that appear in the inscriptions of Hoysaḷa-period Dōrasamudra are 
also named in contemporaneous records from Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, located approximately 66 
kilometers to the southeast, which by then was already an important place of pilgrimage (a 
tīrtha) for Digambara Jains.  Consisting of two hills and the intermediary town (figs. 4.36–4.38), 
Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa had its origins as a place in the wilderness where Jain ascetics came to fulfill the 
vow of fasting at the end of their lives, and to die while meditating on the ideals of the 
tīrthaṅkaras.64  The earliest records, which begin around the early 7th century, are found on the 
smaller of the two hills and focus on the monks, nuns, and laypeople who completed such a vow.  
While the ritualized deaths of pious Jains remained relevant to Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa’s sacred identity 
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62 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 106 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 17], from Dōrasamudra’s Viṣṇuvardhana Jinālaya.
63 At one point in its foundation inscription, the temple even seems to be referred to as the Nṛsiṃha Jinālaya [EC 
(NS) 9, Bl. 321, l. 69].
64 My account of Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa is based on Settar 1989, a detailed study of the site’s changing ritual activities and 
institutional developments between the 7th and 19th centuries.  While Settar’s overarching theme deals with ritual 
death and its commemoration at Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa — documented in the site’s dozens of niśidhi memorials — he also 
brings in the larger inscriptional record to discuss the development of temples at the site and its environs, along with 
their patrons, monastic leaders, and associated institutions.  Settar 1981 provides a more condensed overview of 
Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, with focus on its temples.
into the 14th century and were commemorated in a few instances into the nineteenth,65 the 
character of Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa changed significantly between the 9th and 13th centuries, when the 
previously wild landscape was transformed by temples and the trappings of urbanization.  An 
important moment in the site’s shift to a devotion-focused place of pilgrimage was the creation 
of the colossal image of Bāhubali at the summit of the large hill between 978 and 993 C.E. (figs. 
4.36, 4.37, 4.50).  Carved from the rock of the hill itself, the monolithic standing figure is 
approximately 17.88 meters tall, nearly four times the height of Dōrasamudra’s colossal 
tīrthaṅkaras.66  A more extended moment of transformation for Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa’s landscape and 
ritual character occurred during the 12th century, which saw a burst of temple construction on 
both hills, in the intermediary town, and in villages surrounding the pilgrimage site, sponsored 
primarily by patrons with ties to the Hoysaḷa court.67  These patrons also made substantial 
donations of land to the monastic establishments of Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, which during the 12th 
century appear to have become increasingly institutionalized.  From the turn of the 12th century 
until the fifteenth, the dominant order at Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa — or at least the order that dominates 
the corpus of surviving inscriptions — was the Mūla Saṅgha, with its Koṇḍakundānvaya, Dēsiya 
Gaṇa, and Pustaka Gaccha:68 the same set of affiliations we have seen for Dōrasamudra’s 
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65 See esp. Appendix IV in Settar 1989 (pp. 249-254), which chronologically lists the deaths commemorated at 
Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa.  Not all these ritual deaths were undertaken at Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa itself, but their memorialization 
there reinforces the mutually constructive relationship between the import of the rite and the meaning of the place.
66 The colossus of Bāhubali at Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa is commonly known as Gommaṭa or Gommaṭēśvara.  Bāhubali, 
though considered an enlightened being, is not one of the twenty-four tīrthaṅkaras.  For the story of Bāhubali, see 
Jain 1999, pp. 305-306.  For more on the Bāhubali/Gommaṭa image of Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, see Settar 1981, pp. 50-53 
(detailed measurements, which yield a total height of 58 ft. 8 in., are given on p. 51).
67 See Settar 1989, pp. 51-60.
68 Settar 1989, pp. 27-51.  As Settar notes, the earliest surviving record from Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa to mention of the Mūla 
Saṅgha dates to 1113 C.E. {EC (NS) 2, no. 155 [EC (OS) II, no. 127]}, but the order is also named in an earlier 
inscription from nearby Haḷe Beḷgoḷa, which records donations made to the temples of Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa in 1094 C.E. 
by the Hoysaḷa king Eṟeyaṅga {EC (NS) 2, no. 568 [EC (OS) V, Cp. 148]}.
Pārśvanātha basadi and its neighboring temples.  The Dramiḷa Saṅgha and Aruṅgalānvaya of 
Dōrasamudra’s second Jain temple compound is also encountered near Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, 
although it is less prominent at the pilgrimage site itself.69  The earliest known mention of the 
Balātkāra Gaṇa at Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa dates to 1282 C.E.,70  seventeen years after its appearance in 
Dōrasamudra’s inscriptional record.  Explicit mention of the Nandi Saṅgha only comes in a 
niśidhi dating to 1432 C.E.71 
 Among all the Jain temples in Dōrasamudra, then, the Pārśvanātha basadi and its 
neighboring Nakara Jinālaya had the longest standing institutional ties to Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa.  
Beyond the affiliation it shared with Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa’s dominant monastic order, the Pārśvanātha 
basadi was built by a patron whose family played a leading role in the development of the 
pilgrimage site during the 12th century: as we saw at the beginning of this chapter, the temple 
was built by Boppadēva as a memorial to his father, Gaṅgarāja.  Gaṅgarāja himself was a 
prominent patron at Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, sponsoring the construction of an enclosure around the 
Bāhubali colossus;72 making generous land grants to support the ritual life of the temples there;73 
setting up a niśidhi memorial for his guru, the celebrated Śubhacandra Siddhāntadēva;74 and 
founding the town of Jinanāthapura on the opposite side of Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa’s small hill.75  
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69 Settar 1989, p. 35; EC (NS) 2, no. 569 from Chalya, 1124 C.E. [EC (OS) V, Cp. 149].
70 Settar 1989, pp. 34-35.
71 Settar 1989, p. 34; EC (NS) 2, no. 364.  The inscription also names the Dēśiya Gaṇa, Pustaka Gaccha, and 
Iṅguḷēśa Bali.
72 EC (NS) 2, no. 82 [EC (OS) II, no. 73] of 1118 C.E.; EC (NS) 2, nos. 274, 277 [EC (OS) II, nos. 177, 180], 12th 
century; EC (NS) 2, no. 547 [EC (OS II, no. 397] of 1119 C.E.
73 For instance, EC (NS) 2, no. 82 and EC (NS) 2, no. 547 (as in previous note).
74 EC (NS) 2, no. 135 [EC (OS ) II, no. 117].
75 EC (NS) 2, no. 538 [EC (OS) II, no. 388].
Several members of Gaṅgarāja’s family also built temples, supported rituals, set up niśidhis for 
their teachers and others, and even — in the case of his mother, wife, sister- and brother-in-law, 
and nephew — were themselves commemorated with niśidhi memorials in or near the 
pilgrimage site.76  Given Gaṅgarāja’s renown as a patron at Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa — a reputation that 
endured after his death, as attested by inscriptions issued by a patron of the next generation77 — 
the temple built in his honor by his son at Dōrasamudra must have carried some association with 
those acts of patronage at the pilgrimage site, at least in the minds of the courtiers, merchants, 
pilgrims, and others who were familiar with both places.  And yet, as we also saw at the 
beginning of this chapter, the Pārśvanātha basadi was emphatically a temple of Dōrasamudra, 
located in the middle of the city.  Through the visual impact of its colossal tīrthaṅkara, as I will 
argue below, the Pārśvanātha basadi also simultaneously alluded to Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa and asserted 
the exceptional identity of the Hoysaḷa capital.  Before turning to this subject, however, let us 
consider the circumstances surrounding the establishment of the Pārśvanātha basadi, as 
represented in the temple’s foundation inscription.
The Drōhagharaṭṭa Jinālaya of Vijaya-Pārśvadēva: A Victorious Foundation in 1133 C.E.
 The foundation inscription of the Pārśvanātha basadi, which is carved into a schist stele 
nearly 3 meters tall and more than 1.2 meters wide, stands monumentally on the northern side of 
the temple, to the left (east) of the doorway leading into the raṅga-maṇḍapa (fig. 4.39).  The 
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76 For overviews and inscriptional citations regarding the patronage activities of Gaṅgarāja and members of his 
family at Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, see Settar 1989, pp. 55-57, 64-65, 165-167 (Settar 1981, p. 72, also provides a brief 
overview).
77 EC (NS) 2, nos. 476 and 71 [EC (OS) II, SB 345 and 64] of 1159 and 1163, respectively (see also Settar 1989, pp. 
55, 57).  In both inscriptions, the patron, Huḷḷarāja, asserts his importance as a patron of Jainism at Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa 
by drawing comparisons between himself and Gaṅgarāja.
format of the stele is similar to that of the Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi inscription discussed in chapter 3, with 
sectarian imagery carved in high relief into the upper lunette and neatly engraved lines of text 
filling the expanse of the remaining rectilinear field (figs. 4.40, 4.41).  Both image and text are 
carved with remarkable skill, and together they form an authoritative monument: at the top of the 
stele is a tīrthaṅkara seated upon a lion throne, sheltered by a triple-parasol, and flanked by two 
crowned caurī-(flywhisk-)bearers, a cow with a suckling calf, and an elephant; images of the sun 
and moon frame the scene to remind viewers of the eternal validity of the words inscribed below.  
Hoysaḷa-period viewers were indeed aware of the stele’s authority and monumentality, for some 
of those who encountered it expressed their consciousness of its material presence or recounted 
their interactions with the inscribed object.  The text itself concludes with the self-referential 
statement: “thus proclaim on earth these letters in stone.” 78  More than a century later, Nārasiṃha 
III had another inscription engraved on the side of the stele to record a donation he made to the 
temple after “having seen the inscription in front of that basadi,” which seems to have prompted 
him to order that at least a portion of the inscription’s text be read aloud.79  There is no way to 
know how often visitors to the temple read its inscription or parts thereof, but the incident 
Nārasiṃha III had recorded for posterity and the text’s self-reflexive assertion of its own 
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78 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 124], from ll. 73-74: ...eṃḍụ sāṟedapuvī / śaiḷākṣaraṃ dātriyoḷu [for 
dhātriyoḷu] ||.  Translation adapted from EC (NS) 9, p. 762.  This phrase is the conclusion of the foundation 
inscription itself; the following lines (ll. 74-82) record further donations and were inscribed at two later points in 
time.  
79 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 390 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 125], of 1254 C.E., states that Nārasiṃha, “having seen the inscription in 
front of that basadi, having ordered the reading of his lineage and royal descent at the moment he saw it,” restored 
an earlier gift to the temple that had lapsed [quotation from ll. 12-14  ā basadiya muṃdaṇa śāsanavaṃ kaṃḍu / 
taṃmanvayarājāvaḷiyanōdisinōḍutta/viddavasaradōḷu … ; translation adapted from EC (NS) 9, p. 762].  Nārasiṃha 
III’s historical interest in the inscription is not an isolated incident.  Sheldon Pollock has aptly identified the Later 
Cāḷukyas’ appropriation of Early Cāḷukya dynastic history as a “historiographical process” involving research in the 
early 11th century of inscriptions dating back more than 350 years (Pollock 2006, pp. 155-159; in n. 90 Pollock cites 
this inscription of Nārasiṃha III for comparison).  
permanent nature both verbally reinforce the documentary function and authoritative intent that 
the monument itself visually projects.  
 The composition of the text follows the typical structure for foundation inscriptions, 
which I have also described in chapter three’s discussion of the Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi inscription.  
Because of the exceptional circumstances of the temple’s foundation, however, which I will soon 
explain, the Pārśvanātha basadi’s text incorporates additional narrative to describe these events.  
The inscription80 opens with invocatory blessings of the Jain religion, its adherents, and Vijaya 
Pārśva himself — the name by which the temple’s devotional image of Pārśvanātha came to be 
known, as we will see below.  It then relates the descent of the Hoysaḷa kings, beginning with 
Brahma and other primordial figures, continuing with the story of Saḷa81 — which is elaborated 
to specify that the ascetic rescued by the hero was Jain — then praising the kings who followed 
Saḷa in his lineage, ending with several poetic verses devoted to the glorification of 
Viṣṇuvardhana, the current monarch.  After Viṣṇuvardhana’s praśasti, the text eulogizes 
Gaṅgarāja and his son Boppadēva, the patron of the temple; names Boppadēva’s gurus, 
Śubhacandradēva and Prabhācandradēva Saiddhāntika, and describes their lineage; then 
documents Boppadēva’s construction of the temple and its consecration on the specified date82 
by Nayakīrti Siddhānta Cakravartti.
 Before continuing this synopsis of the foundation inscription, it is worth noting that the 
two gurus named as teachers of Boppadēva were both important leaders of the Mūla Saṅgha at 
Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa:  Śubhacandradēva (Śubhacandra Siddhāntadēva), called “Boppa’s guru,” had 
 165
80 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 124].
81 For the story of Saḷa, the legendary founder of the eponymous Hoysaḷa dynasty, see chapter 3, p. 93.
82 The date stated in the record is Śaka 1055, in the cyclical year Pramādi, on the fifth day of the dark fortnight of the 
month Mādhava (Vaiśākha), which is equivalent to 26 April 1133 C.E. [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, p. 353].
many prominent disciples, including Gaṅgarāja, as noted above.83  Prabhācandradēva 
Saiddhāntika (Prabhācandra Siddhāntadēva), called “Boppadēva’s guru for divine worship,” also 
taught a number of powerful lay disciples, including Gaṅgarāja’s mother (Boppadēva’s 
grandmother) and Viṣṇuvardhana’s senior queen, Śāntalādēvi.84  While these powerful monks 
from Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa are invoked in the Pārśvanātha basadi’s foundation inscription and linked 
to its patron, no claim is made for their presence at the temple itself, or even in Dōrasamudra.  
Indeed, by the time the basadi was consecrated in 1133, Śubhacandradēva had already died ten 
years previously, as commemorated in the niśidhi sponsored by Gaṅgarāja.85  Instead, it was 
another monk in the same lineage, Nayakīrti Siddhānta Cakravartti, who consecrated the temple.  
Although not in Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa’s records before this time, Nayakīrti would later become an 
important figure at the pilgrimage site, guiding many prominent, temple-building disciples 
during the second half of the 12th century.86
 The statement that documents the construction of the Pārśvanātha basadi, part of which I 
quoted at the beginning of this chapter, is also worth revisiting before we proceed to the next part 
of the inscription.  Following the account of Boppadēva’s gurus, the text declares: 
 This abode of the jina (jinālaya) which even the lotus-born [Brahma] could not surpass in 
 drawing, carving, and sculpting, which shines like the silver mountain, a jeweled 
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83 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, from ll. 49-50: … śubhacandradēvamuniparvimaḷācāranidhi … / boppana gurugaḷ ||  For a 
summary of Śubhacandra Siddhāntadēva’s role at Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, see Settar 1989, pp. 165-168.
84 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, from ll. 50-51: … prabhācaṃdrdēvasaiddhāṃtikaraṃ || ivarbboppadēvana dēvatā/
rccanagurugaḷ ||  For a summary of Prabhācandra Siddhāntadēva’s role at Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, see Settar 1989, pp. 
170-175.
85 EC (NS) 2, no. 135 [EC (OS) II, 117] of 1123 C.E.  Prabhācandradēva was still living but there is no indication 
that he came to Dōrasamudra.  His funerary memorial is dated 1145 C.E. {EC (NS) 2, no. 173 [EC (OS) II, 140]}.
86 Settar 1989, pp. 179-183.  The earliest reference to Nayakīrti at Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa is in the 1159 foundation 
inscription of the Bhaṇḍāra basadi, where he served as ācārya (head teacher) {EC (NS) 2, no. 476 [EC (OS) II, 
345]}.
 ornament of the earth, was built by the eminent Boppadēva in the middle of the greatest 
 of capital cities, Dhōrasamudra.  As a memorial (parōkṣavināya) to Gaṅgarāja, Boppa 
 had the lord (dēva) consecrated on the excellent [date].87  
In these crucial lines, the documentation of the temple’s construction, patronage, and dedication 
is not all that matters.  Equally important is the celebration of the temple’s artistic beauty, which 
resembles and even surpasses that of its divine counterparts, and the statement that this visual 
wonder was built in Dōrasamudra, considered the greatest of capital cities.  The author of the text 
wants the inscription’s readers to take notice of the temple’s ingeniously designed and 
exquisitely sculpted details, and to appreciate that it is in the middle of Dōrasamudra where one 
can see such a marvel.  The emphasis on the temple’s beauty and prestigious location also 
enhances the act of filial homage that its establishment embodies, creating an enduring 
association between the jinālaya’s visual and locational characteristics and its commemoration of 
Gaṅgarāja.
 The name apparently bestowed upon the temple at its consecration also honored 
Gaṅgarāja.  Following the lines quoted above, after informing its reader that the basadi was 
consecrated by Nayakīrti Siddhānta Cakravartti and enumerating its institutional affiliations — 
with the Mūla Saṅga, Dēśiya Gaṇa, Pustaka Gaccha, Koṇḍakundnānvaya, and Hanasōgeya Baḷi 
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87 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, from ll. 51-53: jaḷajabhavaṃgaviṃtubareyalkaḍeyalkaruviṭṭugeyyalattaḷagavenippudaṃ 
toḷapa beḷiya beṭṭane pōlvudaṃ jagattiḷakamanī jinālayamanettisidaṃ / vibhu 
boppadēvanaggaḷikeyarājadhānigaḷoḷoppuva dhōrasamudradamadhyadoḷ || gaṃgarājaṃge parōkṣavinayavāgi 
dēvargge | sāsiradaiyvattaidenalā sa / kanabaṃ pramādi mādhava bahuḷa śrīsōmajapaṃcamiyoḷe [lē]sene boppaṃ 
pratiṣṭheyaṃ māḍisidaṃ ||  I have slightly revised the translation from EC (NS) 9, p. 760.  Regarding the date of the 
inscription, see n. 82 above.
   In Hoysaḷa-period inscriptions it is standard for the primary tīrthaṅkara of a Jain temple to be referred to as dēva, 
“lord.”  Despite theological principles refuting the divinity of jinas, who have transcended existence, a great many 
devotees in the Hoysaḷa world and elsewhere have evidently conceptualized them in similar terms to the deities of 
other religions (Orr 1999 finds this to be the case in 5th-13th-century Tamiḻ Nāḍu, for instance).  
— the text refers to the temple as the Drōhagharaṭṭa Jinālaya.88  Drōhagharaṭṭa — 
“millstone” (gharaṭṭa) to “injury/malice/rebellion” (drōha) — was one of Gaṅgarāja’s most 
commonly used titles, appearing in many of his praśastis, including that of the present 
inscription.89  The title’s violent imagery perhaps alludes to his role as a senior general of 
Viṣṇuvardhana, a position in which he led the Hoysaḷa army to a number of victories, most 
notably the defeat of the Cōḻas at Taḷakāḍu in 1116 — indeed, the epithet appears in inscriptions 
recounting his heroic deeds in this battle.90  In his praśasti within the Pārśvanātha basadi’s 1133 
foundation inscription, however, Gaṅgarāja’s military exploits are passed over in favor of his 
commitment to the ideals of the Jain laity.  For instance, Gaṅgarāja is celebrated for his 
knowledge of Jain doctrine, for his observation of the “three jewels” (ratnatraya) — correct 
belief (samyag-darśana), correct knowledge (samyag-jñāna), and correct conduct (samyak-
cāritra) — and for his generosity in making gifts to mendicants and building and restoring Jain 
temples.91  Still, the title Drōhagharaṭṭa remains central to his — and the temple’s — identity.  
Viewed through the lens of the principle of ahimsā (nonviolence or “non-harm”) so central to 
Jain ethics, drōhagharaṭṭa might assume a primarily metaphorical sense, suggesting the quelling 
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88 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, l. 55.
89 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, l. 40.  The English translation offered in EC (NS) 9, p. 760, renders drōhagharaṭṭa “a mill to 
the evil”; elsewhere in the EC series the title is translated as “a millstone to traitors” [see, for instance, EC (NS) 2, 
no. 342, from Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa; EC (NS) 7, Ng. 32, from Kambadahaḷḷi].  While the range of signification for the 
word drōha encompasses both of these, its primary meanings carry the sense of “injury” (see Kittel 1894/2006, p. 
816).  Because of the word’s associations with treason, rebellion, and malice in a broader sense, I have chosen to 
retain these in the loose translation I offer.
90 Gaṅgarāja’s role in the pivotal Hoysaḷa victory at Taḷakāḍu is well established.  See, for instance, Coelho 1950, 
pp. 70-73; Derrett 1957, pp. 48-50; EC (NS) 2, no. 342 [EC (OS) II, 240] (among numerous other Hoysaḷa-period 
inscriptions).
91 Gaṅgarāja’s praśasti is found in EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, ll. 36-43 (trans. pp. 759-760).  For more on Jain lay practices 
and ideals, see Williams 1963; Jaini 1979, pp. 157-187; Dundas 2002, pp. 187-226.
of injurious intent — in oneself, perhaps, as much as in others — more than the forceful crushing 
of factions that pose a threat to the integrity of a state or army.92
 After the identification of the Pārśvanātha basadi as the Drōhagharaṭṭa Jinālaya, the focus 
of the foundation inscription shifts from Gaṅgarāja and his son to the king, Viṣṇuvardhana, and 
his.  It is at this point in the text where additional narrative is incorporated into the conventional 
structure of foundation inscriptions in order to relate the events immediately following the 
temple’s consecration.  At that time, a delegation of priests brought consecrated offerings from 
the ceremony to Viṣṇuvardhana, who was then at Baṅkāpura, over 200 km. to the northwest.  We 
learn that Viṣṇuvardhana had just defeated the Kadamba general Masaṇa and taken over his 
territory, and that a new prince, the future Nārasiṃha I, had just been born to the queen 
Lakṣmīmahādēvi.93  When Viṣṇuvardana received the priests and offerings from the new 
Drōhagharaṭṭa Jinālaya of Dōrasamudra, he attributed his fortunes in both conquest and progeny 
to the establishment and consecration of “Pārśvadēva.”  Filled with great joy, he bestowed new 
names upon both Pārśvanātha and the prince: from that point forward, the newly consecrated 
tīrthaṅkara in Dōrasamudra would be called Śrī Vijaya-Pārśvadēva (“Illustrious Lord Pārśva of 
Victory”) and the future king was named Śrī Vijaya-Nārasiṃhadēva.94  The parallel structure and 
vocabulary of the two names reinforces the connection that Viṣṇuvardhana perceived between 
the new temple’s tīrthaṅkara and the crown prince, and both are linked to his long sought victory 
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92 The imagery of warfare and heroism is pervasive in Jain discourse; indeed, its metaphorical use is even central to 
the conviction that a true “victor” (jina) is one who has conquered all attachments.  Many scholars have noted this 
and other militant metaphors pertaining to the spiritual and intellectual prowess of celebrated Jain figures (see, for 
instance, Dundas 1991, pp. 173-174, and 2002, pp. 118-119; Settar 1989, p. 48). 
93 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, from ll. 55-58.
94 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, from ll. 58-61.
over the Kadamba general.95  Although evidence is lacking for the continuation of the association 
between Vijaya-Pārśvadēva and Vijaya-Nārasiṃhadēva during Nārasiṃha’s own reign (1142–
1173), the name Vijaya-Pārśva endured throughout the Hoysaḷa period and even beyond, as 
attested by inscriptions issued from the moment of the present record into the 17th century.96  
 Following the account of the auspicious trifecta of Pārśvanātha’s consecration, 
Viṣṇuvardhana’s victory, and Nārasiṃha’s birth, the text returns to the usual pattern seen in 
foundation inscriptions and describes the principal donation made to the temple after its 
establishment.  After naming Vijaya-Pārśvadēva and Vijaya-Nārasiṃhadēva, Viṣṇuvardhana 
made a grant of the village Jāvagallu, for the purposes of the prince’s prosperity and universal 
peace, to provide for the worship of the twenty-four tīrthaṅkaras of Vijaya-Pārśvadēva (a gift I 
mentioned in the discussion of their shrines within the temple), for future repairs to the basadi, 
and for feeding Jain ascetics.97  Further gifts of land are then described, and the text concludes 
with blessings to those who preserve the grant and imprecations for those who would destroy it, 
closing with its self-referential statement about the permanence of its own stone-inscribed 
letters.98  
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95 By the time of his victory over Masaṇa, Viṣṇuvardhana’s forces had been battling the Kadambas of Hānuṅgal — 
and Masaṇa specifically — for over a decade (see Derrett 1957, pp. 56-63).
96 Hoysaḷa-period inscriptions referring to Vijaya-Pārśva or Vijaya-Pārśvadēva include records documenting 
donations to the temple and niśidhis for individuals who were devoted to him: EC (NS) 9, Bl. 381, 383, 389-391 
[EC (OS) V, Bl. 124-126], 396 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 332].  An inscription issued in 1638 C.E. records the resolution of 
a dispute between Śaivas and Jains at the “Vijaya-Pārśvanāthasvāmi basadi” {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 393 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 
128]; quotation from ll. 23-24}.
97 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, from ll. 61-63.
98 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, from ll. 63-74.  Following the foundation inscription, a later (probably still 12th-century) 
inscription describes a grant made by an oil merchant and village headman named Dāsa-gauṇḍa, and praises one 
Śāntidēva, the priest who received the gift [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, from ll. 74-80].  A second added inscription 
stipulates that proceeds from the village Jāvagallu are for repairs to the basadi, while those from the village Gaṅga-
ūru are for maintaining the temple’s ritual and intellectual operations.  This second inscription also names 
Nēmicandra-paṇḍitadēva, disciple of Nāyakīrti Siddhānta Cakravartti, and states that his lineage of disciples in the 
Mūla Saṅga will lead the temple’s community in perpetuity [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, from ll. 80-82].
 In light of the association that the inscription cultivates between Boppadēva’s 
Pārśvanātha in Dōrasamudra and Viṣṇuvardhana’s military success — both through its narrative 
of the king’s attribution of his victory to the jina’s consecration and through the nomenclature 
“Vijaya-Pārśvadēva” — the statement that Viṣṇuvardhana’s purpose in making his donation to 
the temple was not only in the interest of his dynasty’s prosperity but also for universal peace 
(sakaḷaśānti)99 creates a seemingly contradictory juxtaposition.  The inscription affirms the 
king’s military accomplishments and their connection to the newly installed tīrthaṅkara, yet the 
assertion that his gift was made for the promotion of peace seems to constitute an attempt to 
represent the temple’s royal patron as having a commitment to the principle of nonviolence that 
is at the core of the Jain moral code.  Similarly to the text’s omission of details pertaining to 
Gaṅgarāja’s military career, the inscription’s praśasti of Viṣṇuvardhana downplays the king’s 
martial exploits, even as it enumerates his victories over rival monarchs.  In lieu of the battlefield 
activities described in other inscriptions, the text claims that one enemy after another submitted 
to Viṣṇuvardhana even before he resorted to violence.  For example, “without fixing [his arrows], 
all of Male and all of the Tuḷu country were subdued” and “upon [his] march, Kumāranāḍu and 
Taḷakāḍu obeyed [him].” 100  This representation of nonviolent conquest starkly contrasts with the 
graphic language employed in other praśastis of Viṣṇuvardhana:  The Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi inscription 
of 1120, for instance, celebrates the Hoysaḷa victory at Taḷakāḍu with poetic descriptions of a 
Kāvēri river polluted with the corpses of the Cōḻa army and a south wind delayed in its course 
because it must pass through the nostrils of myriad skulls of enemies slain by Viṣṇuvardhana.101  
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99 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, from l. 61.
100 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, from ll. 19-20: poḍarade sādhyamā/ytu maleyellamumātuḷudēśamellamuṃ naḍeye 
kumāranāḍu taḷakāḍugaḷeṃbivu kayge …  I have revised the translation given in EC (NS) 9, p. 759.
101 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 261, from ll. 48-53 (trans. p. 693).
In the same way that the Pārśvanātha basadi’s foundation inscription foregoes such claims for 
Viṣṇuvardhana, it also represents earlier Hoysaḷa kings as having effortlessly subdued their 
enemies through mere threats, eschewing the violence that in reality was behind their 
victories.102
 The Pārśvanātha basadi’s foundation inscription does not completely deny the violent 
pasts of its patrons, however.  In its account of Viṣṇuvardhana’s victory over Masaṇa, for 
instance, the victorious king is said to have killed the general and his forces after they mounted a 
sudden attack.103  Yet even this scenario does not transgress the bounds of acceptable behavior 
for Jain laymen of the ruling and warrior classes, according to some texts.  Recognizing rulers’ 
and warriors’ duties to protect their kingdoms and subjects (especially Jain subjects), certain 
Digambara authors have justified defensive warfare or have argued that what matters is that an 
act of violence, if committed, is not committed because of one’s own desire to inflict harm.104  
Although the text of the inscription says nothing about Viṣṇuvardhana’s state of mind at the time 
that he killed his rival, the account of Masaṇa’s forces initiating the battle leaves room to justify 
Viṣṇuvardhana’s violent behavior.  Viṣṇuvardhana’s own religious identity may not have 
primarily been Jain — despite his patronage of Jain institutions in his kingdom and his special 
interest in the new Pārśvanātha temple of Dōrasamudra — but given the centrality of his 
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102 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, from ll. 15-17 (trans. p. 758).
103 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, from ll. 56-57 (trans. p. 761).  The phrase kaviyēṟu, which begins the passage describing the 
attack, has the specific connotation of “a sudden assault” (Kittel 1894/2006, p. 389, kavi 3.).
104 Jaini (1979, p. 171, esp. n. 32, and pp. 313-314, esp. n. 62) cites Sōmadēva’s (10th century) Nītivākyāmṛta and 
Yaśástilaka for the justification of defensive warfare (see also Jaini 1979, pp. 279-282 on “Jaina Royal Houses in 
Karṇāṭaka”).  Dundas (1991) examines attitudes towards kingship and warfare in various premodern Digambara 
contexts, focusing on Jinasēna’s (9th century) Ādipuraṇa (see also Dundas 2002, pp. 118-120, on “Jain kingship in  
Karṇāṭaka”).  Zydenbos (1999, pp. 194-201) cites Amṛtacandra’s (ca. 10th–11th century) Puruṣārthasiddhyupāya 
and other sources that highlight the karmic effects of violence and suggest that acts of violence committed 
dispassionately (in accordance with one’s profession or out of self-defense) have lighter consequences than acts of 
violence committed in response to one’s passions (kaṣāyas).
victorious battle to the temple’s foundation narrative and to the identity of its primary object of 
worship, Vijaya-Pārśvadēva, it is not surprising that the author of the foundation inscription 
would want to represent the king and this battle in a way that accords with established Jain 
principles.
 In contrast to the suppression of violence in Gaṅgarāja’s and Viṣṇuvardhana’s praśastis, 
and the implicit justification of Viṣṇuvardhana’s victorious battle with Masaṇa’s forces, the 
Pārśvanātha basadi’s foundation inscription celebrates Boppadēva’s wartime activities in graphic 
detail.  While his praśasti also emphasizes his generosity to those in need, his promotion of Jain 
causes (such as śāstra-dāna, giving or sponsoring the copying of Jain texts), and his prestigious 
spiritual training under Śubhacandradēva and Prabhācandradēva Saiddhāntika, the imagery it 
employs to describe his valor as a general (camūpa, daṇḍēśa) is striking in comparison with the 
benign language of the preceding panegyrics.  While engaged in battle, the inscription tells us, 
Boppadēva “played with the heads of enemy kings as if playing [the ball game of] kanduka,” and 
“in the middle of the lake that was the battlefield filled with the blood produced at that time, 
desiring the Lakṣmī of valor, he united (with her), (as if) playfully bathing in the middle of a 
saffron-tinted lake.” 105  The author of the inscription makes no attempt to deny Boppadēva’s 
active role in warfare and even hyperbolically affirms his zealous enjoyment of battle.  
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105 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, from ll. 46-47: krīḍisuttāripunṛpatiśiraḥkaṃdukakrīḍitaṃ tatsamayōdbhūtāruṇāṃ / 
bhōbharitasamaradhātrīsarōmadhyadoḷvikramalakṣṃīlōlanōlāḍuva nereda  [translation adapted from EC (NS) 9, p. 
760].  I am grateful to Prof. R.V.S. Sundaram for clarifying parts of this passage.  As he points out, “Kings used to 
play [a] ball game in water filled with kumkum” (i.e., a red powder made from saffron) (email, 19 Aug. 2012).  The 
passage is rich with ślēṣa (poetic double-meaning) that extends further than I have been able to indicate in my 
translation.  In addition to the conceit that equates playing kanduka in a pool tinted red with playing with the heads 
of enemy kings in a blood-filled battlefield (aruṇāmbhō, i.e., aruṇa-ambhas, means “red water” or blood), further 
work on this passage should include the preceding phrase in l. 46, which compares Boppadēva’s method of taking of 
the enemy battlefield to a walk in the park (samarāyātāhitakṣōṇibhṛdatuḷabaḷōdyānadoḷvāvakānukramadiṃdaṃ).  
Ślēṣa is found throughout the inscription, appearing also in the praśasti of Viṣṇuvardhana.
 The inscription’s representation of Boppadēva, the primary patron of the Drōhagharaṭṭa 
Jinālaya of Vijaya-Pārśvadēva, as both an impassioned warrior and a committed member of the 
Jain laity shows that the value systems associated with these two seemingly opposing identities 
were not mutually exclusive in 12th-century Dōrasamudra.  Another inscription found within the 
temple, engraved into the western wall between the northern and central subsidiary shrines, 
affirms the violence involved in Viṣṇuvardhana’s conquests through a series of graphic 
metaphors: The king is said to be “a devil of the Cōḷa, a twister of the Māḷava’s neck, a Mākāḷi 
who eats from the river that is the Chēra[’s blood], a rut-elephant treading the Karāḷa, an arrow to 
the tender abdomen of the Khasa, a whip to the Nēpāḷa’s back.” 106  Moreover, as other scholars 
have pointed out, the very origin myth of the Hoysaḷas involves a Jain ascetic who sanctions and 
even incites an act of violence by commanding the dynasty’s founding ancestor, Saḷa, to strike an 
approaching tiger.107  The glorification of worldly — not spiritual — conquest gained through 
actual — not metaphorical — violence (hyperbole notwithstanding) undoubtedly transgresses 
normative values expressed in Jain texts, as do the bodily attachments exhibited on the part of 
the monk who implores Saḷa to save him.  While the Pārśvanātha basadi’s foundation inscription 
adheres more to textualized norms in its representation of Gaṅgarāja, Viṣṇuvardhana, and other 
Hoysaḷa kings, its portrayal of Boppadēva and its narration of Saḷa and the Jain ascetic speak to 
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106 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 398, from ll. 2-3: cōḷanajūbu māḷavanagōṇmuri cērananadditiṃba[mā]/kāḷi 
karāḷanaṃtuḷivagaṃdhagajaṃ khasanaḷḷeyaṃbu nēpāḷanabēṃnacammaṭige (translation adapted from EC (NS) 9, p. 
767).  This inscription is evidently incomplete, consisting only of praises to jinaśāsana and Viṣṇuvardhana.
107 Jaini 1979, p. 282; Dundas 2002, p. 118.  Some inscriptions leave the sectarian affiliation of the ascetic 
ambiguous, but others — including the foundation inscription of the Pārśvanātha basadi — explicitly describes him 
as Jain [see EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, ll. 10-11 and trans. p. 758].  
another set of values, accepted by Jains in the Hoysaḷa world but perhaps never recorded in 
authoritative texts.108  
 The duality embodied by the figure of the Jain warrior is even at the very heart of the 
temple’s identity.  As the Drōhagharaṭṭa Jinālaya built by Boppadēva, the basadi honors the 
general Gaṅgarāja.  The epithet chosen for the name of the temple — “millstone to injury/malice/
rebellion” — both alludes to Gaṅgarāja’s successful military career and invites a metaphorical 
interpretation consistent with normative Jain values.  As the temple of Vijaya-Pārśvadēva, the 
basadi — and even the tīrthaṅkara himself — is connected to a specific battle fought by 
Viṣṇuvardhana.  The appellation “Victorious Pārśvadēva” also has the potential to evoke both 
Hoysaḷa victory on a broader scale and the spiritual victory that canonical texts describe as the 
ultimate goal for every Jain.
 Together, the construction of the Pārśvanātha basadi by Boppadēva as a memorial to his 
father and the subsequent support — and appellation — it received from the king, as represented 
in its foundation inscription, create another duality that lies at the core of the temple’s identity.  
On the one hand, the basadi is associated with the courtier-generals Gaṅgarāja and Boppadēva, 
and on the other with Hoysaḷa royalty, specifically with Viṣṇuvardhana and the future king 
Nārasiṃha (I).  At the intersection of the two lie the interests of a broader Hoysaḷa elite, 
involving the cultivation of dharma in the kingdom and its capital, the glorification of the 
Hoysaḷa state and its leaders, and the monumentalization of these ideals through temples and 
inscriptions.  These architectural and documentary monuments, in turn, also stand as 
conspicuous expressions of the patrons’ — and the kingdom’s — prosperity.  Similar to the 
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108 In my research of secondary sources I have not found any reference to Jain texts that accept the seemingly 
transgressive values I describe here.  Further research may reveal that such values were in fact affirmed in certain 
Jain texts, doctrinal or literary in nature.
processes of patronage seen for the Hoysaḷēśvara temple in chapter 3, the Pārśvanātha basadi 
was founded and maintained by investments made by multiple elites who had a stake in the 
promotion of Hoysaḷa society and the enhancement of its capital city, Dōrasamudra.  Whereas 
merchant patronage was central to the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, however, the primary support for the 
construction and operations of the temple to Pārśvanātha came from the court and king; 
merchants sponsored the construction of the smaller Nakara Jinālaya next door and later 
sponsored the construction of the Śāntinātha basadi and smaller-scale donations to Vijaya-
Pārśvadēva.109  
 While the royally conferred identity of Vijaya-Pārśvadēva dominates later references to 
the temple,110  the role of Boppadēva in the temple’s establishment was also remembered.  
Inscriptions recording grants made to the temple by Nārasiṃha III in 1254 and 1255 C.E. refer to 
the principal tīrthaṅkara as “Vijaya-Pārśvadēva” but also call the temple “Boppadēva 
Daṇṇāyaka’s basadi.” 111  By this time, the memory of the temple’s dedication in honor of 
Gaṅgarāja and its identity as the Drōhagharaṭṭa Jinālaya may have faded; at least Nārasiṃha III 
did not consider these details worth mentioning in his records, even though he had read (or had 
ordered the reading of) at least part of the temple’s foundation inscription.112  Like 
Viṣṇuvardhana, he appears to have perceived a relationship between the well-being of the temple 
and that of the Hoysaḷa state.  The temple’s connection to Hoysaḷa interests, however, may not 
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109 See pp. 143-144 and nn. 13-15 above.
110 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 381, 383, 389-391, 393, 396 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 124-126, 128; EC (OS) XV, Bl. 332]. 
111 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 390 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 125] (date corresponds to 26 November 1254), from ll. 9-11: … boppadēva/
daṇnāyakarabasadige bijayaṃgēydu / śrī vijayapārśvadēvarige kāṇikeya… (see also p. 164 above).  EC (NS) 9, Bl. 
391 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 126] (date corresponds to 24 February 1255), from ll. 4-6: … boppadēvadaṃṇnāykara basadiya 
śŕī / vijayapārśvadēvara … 
112 See discussion at the beginning of this section.
have been continually recognized from the time of the temple’s foundation one hundred twenty-
one years earlier, for both of Nārasiṃha III’s donations seem intended to restore earlier grants 
that had in some way lapsed.  According to the earlier of the two inscriptions, after learning that 
the compound (vaṭhṭhāra) in a plot of land previously gifted to the temple was in ruin, 
Nārasiṃha III, still a prince at the time, had it repaired for the dharma of his lineage and for the 
prosperity of the kingdom of his father, Sōmēśvara.113  The second donation, made on the 
occasion of Nārasiṃha’s upanayana (investiture, perhaps into the Mūla Saṅgha tradition of the 
temple) was to be used to support the “sacred activities of Śrī Vijaya-Pārśvadēva” (śrī 
vijayapārśvadēvara śrīkāryyakke),114  a stipulation that may suggest that the earlier grant 
supporting such activities was no longer fully recognized.  
 Whatever the state of the Pārśvanātha basadi’s endowments and operations in the years 
preceding Nārasiṃha III’s donations, the stone letters of its monumental foundation inscription 
continued to proclaim their history of the temple’s establishment.  Accessing their words required 
the participation of someone with the ability and willingness to read the text; indeed, as both a 
poetic work and a legal document, the text itself was aimed at the educated and the powerful.  
Much of its content, however, must have been more widely known.  The fundamental points 
about Boppadēva’s establishment of the temple in honor of Gaṅgarāja and Viṣṇuvardhana’s 
involvement in its affairs were probably orally circulated in the years following 1133, and the 
artistic splendor of the temple, which was celebrated in the inscription’s elegantly engraved lines, 
was accessible to every visitor.  The temple’s central location within Dōrasamudra, so 
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113 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 390, from ll. 18-22.  The translation in EC (NS) 9 (p. 762) renders vaṭhṭhāra as “big cluster of 
houses,” but Kittel’s entry for vaṭāra (a variant spelling of the word) indicates that the idea of a compound or 
enclosure wall is also important to the meaning of the word (he gives oṭāra as another variant) (Kittel 1894/2006, 
pp. 1372 and 299).
114 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 391, ll. 5-6.
deliberately stated in the text, was also readily perceptible, as it would have been apparent to 
anyone traveling along the southern stretch of the city’s rājamārga.  What seems to have been 
most relevant to the communities and individuals whom the temple served, however, and what 
endured for generations, was the name of Vijaya-Pārśvadēva.
Vijaya-Pārśvadēva and Colossal Tīrthaṅkaras of Dōrasamudra
 Earlier in this chapter, we saw that the intricacy and finesse of the Pārśvanātha basadi’s 
sculptural and architectural forms distinguished the temple from its neighbors.  As the visual and 
ritual focus of the temple, and perhaps its most significant defining feature, the colossal image 
enshrined in the sanctum — Vijaya-Pārśvadēva himself — deserves more detailed attention.  Not 
only is the image visually arresting, and not only did the jina’s name and community of devotees 
endure for centuries after the statue’s consecration; even more compellingly, the monumental 
figure embodies a series of dualities that are fundamental to the complex identity that was 
cultivated for the temple.  Beyond its associations with both victory and Jain piety, and with 
Gaṅgarāja, Boppadēva, and Viṣṇuvardhana, the colossal Pārśvanātha enshrined in the basadi’s 
garbha-gṛha invokes two places at once, both establishing a special distinction for the Hoysaḷa 
capital and linking it to Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, the foremost tīrtha of southern India’s Digambara 
Jains.
 After stepping into the Pārśvanātha basadi, one’s first view of Vijaya-Pārśvadēva is 
framed by the richly embellished pillars that span the field of vision (fig. 4.8).  Sunlight from the 
doorway brightens the interior, gleaming on the pillars’ polished surfaces and catching the relief 
of their sculpted details, before reaching the object of devotion inside the sanctum nearly twenty 
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meters away (figs. 4.32, 4.42).115  Elevated upon two pedestals — one, in the form of a lotus, 
resting on the floor, the second being the base of the sculpture itself — the standing tīrthaṅkara 
fills the space of the garbha-gṛha’s doorway, even exceeding its upper limit when viewed from 
the vantage point of the raṅga-maṇḍapa’s northern side, just within the temple’s entrance.  As 
one progresses toward the image, its upper portions come increasingly into view.  From the space 
of the antarāla it is possible to see everything revealed by the natural light that streams across 
the hall one has just traversed, including the full body of the serenely standing Pārśvanātha and 
all seven heads of his serpent protector, though the uppermost of these are in shadow.  It is only 
with the aid of artificial light that one can fully appreciate the large, festooned parasol that 
shelters both Pārśvanātha and the central three heads of the great snake (figs. 4.43, 4.44), and it is 
only at the threshold of the garbha-gṛha that the smaller triple parasol at the pinnacle of the 
enormous, open-backed stele comes into view, still only barely visible from below (see fig. 4.32).  
 Standing close to the image of Pārśvanātha, it is possible to appreciate the fine details of 
the expertly carved sculptural ensemble.  Flanking the colossal jina are his associated 
śāsanadēvatas, the yakṣa Dharaṇēndra and yakṣī Padmāvatī, both adorned in jewel-studded 
crowns and other sartorial embellishments that characterize the divinities of Hoysaḷa-period 
temples of any sectarian affiliation (figs. 4.45, 4.46).116  As Dharaṇēndra and Padmāvatī are 
identified with the serpent-king and queen who sheltered the meditating Pārśva from the 
onslaught of his adversary, Kamaṭha, their crowns are topped respectively by triple- and single-
headed cobras.  Dharaṇēndra is represented even more prominently in his snake form; the 
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115 I have derived this interior north-south distance from the plan published in Dhaky 1996 (Dhaky’s fig. 176; fig. 4.3 
here).  Using the scale that accompanies the plan, the distance from the area where one would stand just inside the 
doorway to the image within the sanctum comes to approximately 65 feet, or 19.8 meters.
116 Compare figs. 3.29–3.32, 3.37, 3.47.
enormous coils of his serpentine body protect the figure of Pārśvanātha not only from the 
demons and rainstorms of legend but also, in practical terms, from the risk of breakage that 
threatens any freestanding sculpture.  The serpent Dharaṇēndra is finished in exquisite detail, 
from the sculpting of the faces, fangs, and protruding split tongues of each of his seven heads, to 
the ridged underside of his body, to the cross-hatched pattern that covers his back, representing 
scales that are likely to have been noticed by only a few devotees, as one needs to be situated 
within the garbha-gṛha to see them (fig. 4.47).  Two flywhisks propped between Pārśvanātha’s 
shoulders and the two lowest serpent heads both honor the jina and provide additional stability to 
the sculpture, filling in otherwise empty spaces.  A monumental prabhāvalī frames the entire 
group of figures: slender pilasters reaching from the base of the stele to the level of the jina’s 
elbows provide a solid foundation for the openwork vine that completes the arch, culminating in 
the parasols at its apex.  The curling tendrils that collectively surround the upper portions of the 
image issue from the mouths of yakṣa-mounted makaras that rest upon the capitals of the 
prabhāvalī’s pilasters; each ring of foliage in turn encircles another figure, so that the vine is 
inhabited by the aṣṭadikpālakas (guardians of the eight directions, each with his distinctive 
vehicle), drummers, and other figures (fig. 4.48).  
 Against this elaborately sculpted backdrop, the relative simplicity of Pārśvanātha’s nude 
body centers the visual experience of the devotee.  In keeping with Digambara iconographical 
conventions, the jina is completely unadorned, free of every earthly attachment, including 
clothing.  Like all tīrthaṅkaras, a series of short, clockwise-growing curls cover his head, an 
outcome of the monastic practice of plucking out one’s own hair.  His forward gaze hovers at a 
level well above human height, but his serene smile has significant potential to connect with a 
viewer standing below; the upturned corners of his closed lips seem to convey a sense of calm 
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reassurance (fig. 4.43).  From his broad shoulders to his firmly placed feet, the jina’s softly 
modeled limbs and torso embody a yogic ideal, and the subtle distention of his slender chest and 
stomach suggests the steady breath that centers one’s mental experience during meditation.  
Standing in kāyōtsarga, the posture of “abandoning the body” (kāya-utsarga) by assuming an 
upright position with arms hanging at the sides, the tīrthaṅkara is perfectly symmetrical.  The 
sculpture has sustained some damage; close inspection reveals scratches and pockmarks at 
various points on Pārśvanātha’s body, and the tips of the earlobes are broken off.  These injuries 
are not immediately noticeable upon viewing the entirety of the image, but the hands bear major 
repairs: both appear at one point in time to have been broken off at the wrist, and today they are 
mended with mortar and reinforced by iron bars that join each palm to its respective thigh (see 
fig. 3.32).  It is only in studying the sculpture analytically that one begins to notice its signs of 
age, however, for most details remain well preserved and the image retains its power to inspire 
awe and reverence in the beholder.
 The smooth forms and idealized proportions of the Pārśvanātha image convey a sense of 
tranquil equipoise even when viewed from afar; although the minute details of the surrounding 
sculptural ensemble are only visible from a closer vantage point, the sensitive rendering of the 
colossal jina’s perfected body is immediately perceptible upon entrance into the temple (fig. 4.8).  
As one approaches the image, one becomes increasingly aware of its scale, and of one’s own 
comparatively dwarfed stature.  The effect is humbling, and this sense of humility before the jina 
was perhaps one motivation behind creating an image of its height.  Yet considering what we 
have learned from the foundation inscription about Boppadēva’s reasons for sponsoring the 
temple’s construction — as a memorial to his father, the general Gaṅgarāja — and 
Viṣṇuvardhana’s inspiration for naming the jina “Vijaya-Pārśvadēva” — a lasting designation by 
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which the colossal devotional image was associated with victory, conceived not only 
metaphorically but also with reference to the Hoysaḷas’ political success — it is difficult to avoid 
the conclusion that the combined scale and sculptural finesse of the sculpture also served to 
glorify the individuals named in association with the temple, and to enhance the city in which it 
was built.  
 Most explicitly, the image honored Gaṅgarāja, in whose memory it was consecrated.117  
An inscription on the pedestal of the sculpture reinforces its connection to Gaṅgarāja and, 
notably, to the prestigious lineage of gurus whose tutelage he claimed and the monastic order to 
which they belonged.  The position of the inscription beneath Pārśvanātha’s feet visually 
expresses its relationship to the commanding jina, while its text simply states Gaṅgarāja’s name 
and his relationship to the prominent gurus: “Pupil of Śubhacandra Siddhāntadēva, the disciple 
of Kukkuṭāsana-Maḷadhāridēva of the illustrious Mūla Saṅgha, Dēsiya Gaṇa, [and] Pustaka 
Gaccha: Senior General Gaṅgapayya.” 118  According to one interpretation, the inscription 
indicates Gaṅgarāja’s commission of the image,119 but with no verb to specify such an action we 
should not assume that the text was intended to credit the general with the statue’s patronage.120  
The interpretation that Gaṅgarāja sponsored the image becomes even less convincing in light of 
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117 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, ll. 52-53 (see n. 87 above).
118 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 397 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 333]: svasti śrī mūlasaṃghada dēsiyagaṇada pustakagacchada 
kukkuṭāsanada maḷadhāridēvara śiṣyaru śubhacaṃ/drasiddhāntadēvara guḍḍaṃ piriyadaṃḍanāyaka gaṃgapayya   
Translation adapted from EC (NS) 9, Bl. 397, pp. 766-767.
119 In their summary of the pedestal’s inscription, the editors of EC (NS) 9 note, “It is possible that Gaṅgappayya got 
the image made” (p. 365); the same volume’s English translation of the inscription ends with the parenthetical 
statement “(caused the image of Pārśvadēva)” (p. 767).
120 The absence of a verb in the inscription contrasts with the grammatical structure of pedestal inscriptions that 
document the patronage of the images they support.  Compare those of the neighboring Nakara Jinālaya (Ādinātha 
basadi) and Śāntinātha basadi, both of which clearly state that the named individuals “caused to be 
made” (māḍisida / māḍisi) the respective images {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 404, 407 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 336, 334]}.   
the foundation inscription’s clear statement that Boppadēva “had the lord consecrated” as a 
memorial (parōkṣa-vinaya, also translated in EC as “obsequial rite”) to Gaṅgarāja.121  A more 
plausible explanation for the pedestal’s text is that it constitutes another act of homage paid by 
Boppadēva to his father.  To honor the memory of the late general as a devout Jain, Gaṅgarāja’s 
name— in the endearingly familiar form, Gaṅgapayya — and his spiritual pedigree were 
inscribed upon the base of the colossal sculpture.  Significantly, the letters spelling gaṃga (ಗಂಗ), 
though part of the final word of the inscription’s text, appear at the very center of the pedestal, so 
that the visual symmetry of the Kannaḍa characters occurs precisely in line with the vertical axis 
produced by the symmetrical body of the jina standing above (fig. 4.49).  This relationship 
between the letters of Gaṅgarāja’s name and Pārśvanātha’s image cannot be accidental; beyond 
creating an association between the two, the inscribed words place Gaṅgarāja — at least in name 
— eternally at the feet of the jina consecrated in his honor.  
 If the pedestal and foundation inscriptions of the Pārśvanātha temple honor Gaṅgarāja as 
a pious Jain, the grandeur of the monumental image enriches his remembrance.  The prestige that 
the sculpture embodies and projects was also shared by Boppadēva, the patron of the 
commemorative commission, by Viṣṇuvardhana, who sought to connect his victory in battle and 
the birth of his son to the tīrthaṅkara, and by Dōrasamudra itself, where the temple occupied a 
central location.  Indeed, outside Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, Dōrasamudra seems to have been the only 
place in Hoysaḷa country — and one of the only locations anywhere — to boast a jina image of 
such commanding proportions (4.27–4.57 m. in height; see table 4.1 at the end of this chapter).  
By the 12th–13th centuries, colossal tīrthaṅkaras stood in a few other places throughout India, 
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121 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389, from ll. 52-53: gaṃgarājaṃge parōkṣvinayavāgi dēvargge … /… boppaṃ pratiṣṭheyaṃ 
māḍisidaṃ ||  See n. 87 above for text omitted here.  See EC (NS) 9, p. 760, for EC’s translation of these lines.
but they were far from common.  Far to the north, in Rājorgaḍh (in present-day Alwar District, 
Rājasthān), a 5.1 meter-tall standing image of Śāntinātha was consecrated in 923 C.E.122  At 
Khajurāho (in present-day Chhatarpur District, Madhya Pradesh), an important city of the 
Candēlla dynasty in north-central India (ca. 831–1308), an image of Śāntinātha standing at 4.3 
meters was consecrated in 1027 C.E.123  To Dōrasamudra’s southeast, in Tirumalai (in present-
day Tiruvaṇṇāmalai District, Tamiḻ Nāḍu), a ca. 11th-century rock-cut jina standing in 
kāyōtsarga exceeds a height of 4.9 meters; this monumental figure has been identified with the 
image of Nēminātha sponsored by Kuṇḍavai, sister of the Cōḻa king Rājarāja I (r. ca. 985–
1014).124  It is possible that some residents of and visitors to Hoysaḷa country were aware of 
these or other monumental images in distant regions,125 but for most, it was only at the Hoysaḷa 
capital, Dōrasamudra, or by making the pilgrimage to Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa that one could encounter 
an image of such immense proportions.
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122 Dhaky, ed. 1998 (EITA II.3), vol. 1, pp. 349-352.  The height of the image is estimated to be 16 ft. 9 in., including 
the jina’s pedestal and triple-parasol (see Dhaky, ed. 1998, vol. 2, pl. 779-780).
123 Desai 2000, pp. 14, 74.  
124 Nagaswamy 1975, pp. 133-134 and pl. 6.  Nagaswamy states that the image is “over sixteen feet in height” (p. 
134).  Later during the Hoysaḷa period, Tirumalai itself would have been within the territory claimed by the 
Hoysaḷas, but when Boppadēva’s Pārśvanātha was consecrated at Dōrasamudra in 1133, that part of Tamiḻ country 
was still far from the southeastern borders of the kingdom (see chapter 2 above).
125 A few temples in Telaṅgāṇa (present-day northwestern Āndhra Pradesh) enshrined over-life-size jinas, though I 
have not been able to ascertain whether these images are of the same scale as the others discussed here.  T.V.G. 
Sastri alludes to the large images from Poṭṭalakere (Patancheru) and Vemulavāḍa in his discussion of possible 
precedents for colossal rock-cut Jain images at Gwalior (Madhya Pradesh), which  date to the Tomar period (1394–
1526 C.E.) (Sastri 1997, p. 128; he cites the Bāhubali of Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa as the clearest inspiration, however).  U.P. 
Shah mentions “colossal” Pārśvanātha images, one from Patancheru (ca. 11th century) and the other of unspecified 
provenance (ca. 9th century; now in Hyderabad, Khajana Building Museum, Golkonda), but no dimensions are 
given (Shah 1987, p. 186).  Most of the “colossal” images mentioned in a recent book on Jain Monuments of Andhra 
seem to be life-size (Jawaharlal 2002, pp. 64, 106; fig. 6 of ch. 2; figs. 6, 10 of ch. 6), but a standing Pārśvanātha 
from Kulcharam (Medak Dt.) is said to measure 9 ft. 6 in. (2.9 m.) (Jawaharlal 2002, p. 106).  The “colossal” seated 
Pārśvanātha images at Mathurā, dated 980 and 1078 C.E. (Handiqui 1949/1968, p. 433; Dundas 2002, p. 115), are 
1.7 m. (5 ft. 7 in.) and 1.6 m. (5 ft. 3 in.), respectively (Smith 1901/1969, Pl. XCV, XCVI).  As far as I am aware, 
there has been no systematic study of colossal jina images in South Asia; such a study could help to elucidate their 
possible ritual significance and other motivations for creating such images.
  The impetus for installing a monumental image of Pārśvanātha within the temple built at 
Dōrasamudra in honor of Gaṅgarāja surely came from Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, where the general had 
made such significant contributions during his lifetime, and which was home to his gurus and 
center of the Mūla Saṅgha.  Besides the enormous rock-cut image of Bāhubali on Śravaṇa 
Beḷgoḷa’s large hill (fig. 4.50), which at 17.88 meters remained far unsurpassed in size, two large 
jinas installed in temples on the small hill also set a precedent for later Jain devotional images of 
outsize proportions.126  Although neither is dated by inscription, stylistically they appear to have 
been made sometime between the late 10th and late 11th centuries, before the Pārśvanātha 
consecrated in 1133 at Dōrasamudra.  One of the images, approximately 3.91 meters tall (12 ft. 
10 in.), is known today as Śāntinātha, but given the iconographical similitude between most 
tīrthaṅkaras its identity at the time of its consecration is uncertain (fig. 4.51).127  The other is 
Pārśvanātha, identifiable by the seven-headed serpent behind him, and stands at a total height of 
approximately 5.16 meters (16 ft. 11 in.; without the serpent, the height of the Pārśvanātha figure 
is approximately 4.42 meters, or 14 ft. 6 in.) (fig. 4.52).128  
 The Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa Pārśvanātha in particular may have inspired the choice to honor 
Gaṅgarāja with a similarly monumental image at Dōrasamudra.  Beyond representing the same 
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126 Although Bāhubali is not, strictly speaking, a jina, a ca. 12th-century inscription at the entrance to the enclosure 
of the Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa colossus indicates that at that time he was conceptualized as such: the text refers to the image 
as jina, gommaṭēśvara-jina, and gommaṭa-jina, among other epithets {EC (NS) 2, no. 336 [EC (OS) II, 234]}.  Even 
without this conceptualization, Bāhubali is considered to be an enlightened being and is therefore an object of 
devotion, particularly among Digambaras (see, e.g., Settar 1981, p. 47).
127 Settar 1981, p. 12.  Settar estimates a date of late 10th or early 11th century for this image but does not explain 
the reasons behind this estimation.  Pending further study of the sculpture I prefer to adopt a wider timeframe for its 
possible dating, beginning ca. late 10th century but extending through the 11th century.
128 Settar 1981, p. 16.  Settar (1981, p. 14) suggests that both the sculpture and the temple in which it stands date to 
the late 11th century, while Hampa (1999, p. 14) dates the image to ca. early 11th century.  Dhaky (1996, p. 36) 
dates the temple to the second quarter of the 11th century.  As with the image identified as Śāntinātha, I prefer to 
adopt a wider provisional timeframe for the date of the Pārśvanātha until more information is available. 
jina, certain details that the Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa and Dōrasamudra Pārśvanāthas share suggest that 
the latter was in some respects based on the former, despite the clear stylistic differences between 
the two.129  At the most basic level are the dimensions of the two sculptures; the Dōrasamudra 
Pārśvanātha is slightly shorter than its counterpart at Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa (approximately 4.27–4.57 
meters, as opposed to 4.42–5.16 m.; see table 4.1) but this small difference in height is hardly 
noticeable to a viewer, who is similarly dwarfed when standing before either image.  Both 
images are also elevated by lotus pedestals that rest on the floors of their respective garbha-
gṛhas (figs. 4.32, 4.52).  Such lotus pedestals are not a common feature — they are not found in 
the temples of other known colossal images, including both the Dōrasamudra and Śravaṇa 
Beḷgoḷa Śāntinātha basadis, and smaller images are usually placed on a lion throne or plainer 
pīṭha — so it is striking that they should occur in the Pārśvanātha temples of both sites.  Another 
similarity lies in the detailed treatment of the back of each Pārśvanātha image (figs. 4.47, 4.53); 
where most sculptures remain relatively roughed out and unadorned, the serpent bodies behind 
both colossal Pārśvanātha figures are articulated in cross-hatched scales on all sides.  
 Of course, the two sculptures are also strikingly distinct from one another.  In addition to 
the overall stylistic differences are variations in design.  The elaborate prabhāvalī, parasol, and 
accompanying śāsanadēvatās of the Dōrasamudra Pārśvanātha are absent from its Śravaṇa 
Beḷgoḷa predecessor.  Instead, two vines inhabited by various figures extend from the feet to the 
knees of the Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa image, providing a solid base articulated on the back in curling 
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129 The selective replication of salient features from an important monument or image is a common cross-cultural 
technique used to create an association between a renowned prototype and a new work.  In a widely cited article, 
Richard Krautheimer argued that an architectural “copy” in medieval Europe needed only to reproduce a few 
prominent or numerically significant characteristics of the model on which it was based (in his case, the Holy 
Sepulchre in Jerusalem; Krautheimer 1942).  Beyond this foundational work, numerous studies have described 
analogous cases of visual or spatial referencing, with examples from multiple regions and time periods.  
foliage (figs. 4.48, 4.54).130  The artist(s) of the Dōrasamudra Pārśvanātha were clearly trained in 
a different tradition from the maker(s) of the Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa image, and they used their own 
skills and innovation to produce a commanding image in their own idiom, with lavish sculptural 
detail surrounding the elegantly simple forms of the renunciant jina.  The Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa 
Pārśvanātha is austere by comparison, even with the intricately sculpted vines at its feet and the 
finely detailed serpent at its back.  This restraint is perhaps appropriate to the site, which before 
becoming a place of pilgrimage was a destination for pious Jains to carry out vows of complete 
renunciation and fasting at life’s end.  In the 12th century, such ritual deaths were still important 
to the identity of Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa — particularly to the small hill — even as devotional practices 
were growing in significance.131  In contrast to the subtlety of the details that enhance the 
Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa image, the highly embellished character of the framework surrounding the 
Dōrasamudra Pārśvanātha is more befitting of its location at the center of a royal capital.  While 
maintaining the restrained iconographical conventions required for the jina image itself, for the 
accompanying figures, serpent, parasol, and prabhāvalī, artists employed the densely detailed 
aesthetic that had by then come into vogue for the temples and devotional images of Hoysaḷa 
country.
 Although the Dōrasamudra Pārśvanātha is not a strict copy of its predecessor at Śravaṇa 
Beḷgoḷa, the shared details between the two — height, lotus pedestal, and the finished treatment 
of the back, along with the identity of the jina — suggest for the image at the capital a deliberate 
reference to the image seen at the pilgrimage site.  It is not clear whether the artist(s) of the 
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130 Noting that 12th–13th-century inscriptions refer to the Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa Pārśvanātha temple as the Kamaṭhada 
Pārśvadēva basadi, Settar suggests that the images in the vine represent scenes of Kamaṭha’s torment of the 
meditating Pārśva {Settar 1981, pp. 14-16; see, for instance, EC (NS) 2, no. 457 [EC (OS) II, 335] of 1195}.
131 Settar 1989, pp. 63-70, 137-154.
Dōrasamudra tīrthaṅkara visited Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa to view the colossal Pārśvanātha that stood 
there, but their patron, Boppadēva, surely would have been familiar with the earlier image and 
could have verbally communicated to them the character of the features shared between the two 
sculptures.  Many other members of the Hoysaḷa elite likewise would have seen the Śravaṇa 
Beḷgoḷa image during their visits to the pilgrimage site; some even sponsored the construction of 
other temples or set up niśidhi memorials just meters from the small hill’s Pārśvanātha basadi.132  
A majority of these individuals are also likely to have visited or even to have resided in 
Dōrasamudra; whether or not they were aware of every shared detail between the sculptures, the 
allusion to the pilgrimage site in the image at the capital is not likely to have been lost on them.  
Having stood before one towering image of Pārśvanātha, the experience of standing before a 
second such image must have triggered a recollection of the former.  
 The other two monumental jinas of Dōrasamudra — that of the Dramiḷa Saṅgha’s temple 
compound and the Mūla Saṅgha’s Śāntinātha — likewise must have recalled the colossal 
tīrthaṅkaras of Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, although it is not clear that they cited a specific counterpart 
from the pilgrimage site, as the Pārśvanātha image seems to have done.133  It is uncertain whether 
the Dramiḷa Saṅgha’s colossal tīrthaṅkara preceded or followed the Mūla Saṅgha’s Pārśvanātha, 
but it is likely to date to the 12th century.134  A certain amount of sectarian rivalry may have 
factored into the commissioning of similarly immense images for temples belonging to each of 
the two major Jain institutions of Dōrasamudra, although the parallel could also be viewed as a 
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132 On the patronage and other activities of the Hoysaḷa elite (including both courtiers and merchants) at Śravaṇa 
Beḷgoḷa, see Settar 1989, pp. 51-60, 139-145.
133 If the second colossal jina of Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa’s small hill was identified as Śāntinātha during the Hoysaḷa period, 
as it is today, then Dōrasamudra’s monumental Śāntinātha may have referred specifically to this image. 
134 The evidence presented above (pp. 152-153) suggests that the majority of Dōrasamudra’s Dramiḷa Saṅgha 
temples were founded in the 12th century.
gesture towards striking a balance between them.  Either way, the degree to which these 
monastic divisions affected uninitiated laity is open to question, and individual worshipers may 
well have visited both.  
 The Mūla Saṅgha of Dōrasamudra gained a second monumental tīrthaṅkara in the 
mid-13th century with the establishment of Śāntinātha within its principal compound.  While the 
dimensions of the image, like its counterparts, created a visual, experiential, and perhaps ritual 
relationship with Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, the patrons and makers of Dōrasamudra’s Śāntinātha basadi 
appear to have modeled the jina’s sculptural representation and shrine upon those of the 
neighboring Pārśvanātha, by then known and worshiped as Vijaya-Pārśvadēva.  As we have seen, 
the size and proportions of the Śāntinātha image, and the dimensions and design of its temple, 
are very close to those of the Pārśvanātha image and basadi, but they bear less sculptural 
elaboration (figs. 4.8, 4.9, 4.32, 4.33).  By the time the colossal Śāntinātha was consecrated in 
1256, Vijaya-Pārśvadēva and his temple had been a presence in the city for more than 120 years.  
Having recently received two grants from Nārasiṃha III, the Pārśvanātha basadi seems to have 
enjoyed a renewed prominence at that time, once again becoming the beneficiary of royal 
attention and resources.135  It is not surprising, then, that it should have served as a model for the 
city’s third colossal jina image and the temple in which it was enshrined.
 All three colossal tīrthaṅkaras of Dōrasamudra connected the city to Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa 
and enhanced the status of the Hoysaḷa capital as one of very few places where it was possible to 
see and worship an image of such great proportions.  No doubt, the images also enhanced the 
status of their patrons and the communities that sustained their temples.  As the most complexly 
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135 The dates of Nārasiṃha III’s grants to Vijaya-Pārśvadēva, discussed in the previous section of this chapter, 
correspond to 26 November 1254 and 24 February 1255 C.E. [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 390-391, pp. 358-359].  The date of 
the Śāntinātha basadi’s inscription corresponds to 26 December 1256 C.E. [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 407, p. 374].
detailed of the monumental sculptures, the image of Pārśvanātha sponsored by Boppadēva in 
honor of Gaṅgarāja was — and still is — particularly striking, and Gaṅgarāja’s own ties to 
Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa perhaps enhanced its connection to the pilgrimage site.  As Vijaya-Pārśvadēva, 
the image also bore a connection to the success and prosperity of the Hoysaḷas, its identity 
arising from the warrior-Jain ethos that seems to have prevailed among the temple’s courtly 
patrons.  The temple’s position within Dōrasamudra — on a major road leading eastward from 
the palace, near the intersection with the north-south rājamārga — also signals its connection to 
the interests of the Hoysaḷa state and capital at the time of its establishment.  Subsequent 
constructions in the area — one of which forms the subject of chapter 5 — would alter the 
surrounding neighborhood, and shifting priorities within the Hoysaḷa court may have diverted 
attention from Boppadēva’s temple for a time, but the basadi of Vijaya-Pārśvadēva remained 
geographically central to the elite quarter of southeastern Dōrasamudra and, as the patronage of 
Nārasiṃha III and his contemporaries shows, it retained its power to attract devotees and donors 
from multiple backgrounds and social rankings, from merchants to courtiers to kings.
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Table 4.1: Colossal Jain Images (all listed are in kāyōtsarga standing posture)
Place and Image Date (C.E.) Approximate Height
Rājorgaḍh (Rājasthān), Śāntinātha 923 5.1 m. (16 ft. 9 in.)
Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, Bāhubali 978–993 17.88 m. (58 ft. 8 in.)
Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, Jina (Śāntinātha?) ca. 10th–11th cent. 3.91 m. (12 ft. 10 in.)
Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, Pārśvanātha ca. 10th–11th cent. 5.16 m. (16 ft. 11 in.)
Khajurāho (Madhya Pradesh), Śāntinātha 1027 4.3 m. (~14 ft.)
Tirumalai (Tamiḻ Nāḍu), Nēminātha(?) 11th century >4.9 m. (>16 ft.)
Dōrasamudra, Pārśvanātha 1133 4.27–4.57 m. (14–15 ft.)
Dōrasamudra, colossal Jina from ruined 
temple
ca. 12th century 15–16 feet (4.57–4.88 m.) 
[or 5.7 m (18 ft. 8 in.)?]*
Dōrasamudra, Śāntinātha 1256 4.27–4.57 m. (14–15 ft.) 
[slightly less than 
Dōrasamudra Pārśvanātha]
Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, jinas in shrines 
surrounding Bāhubali (represent average 
height for standing images)
ca. 12th century 
and later
1.07–1.6 m. (3½–5¼ ft.)
(measurements from Settar 
1981, p. 56)
*See note 45 above for comments on the height of this jina.
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Chapter 5 — A Royal Commission and a Kāḷāmukha Connection: Reconstructions of the 
Kēdārēśvara Temple
 For much of the 12th century, the most prominent sacred features of southeastern 
Dōrasamudra were the Jain temples discussed in chapter 4.  Built in proximity to the palace and 
situated near the city’s principal thoroughfare, the stone basadis of the Hoysaḷa capital held a 
commanding presence both though their location and through their monumentality.  The 
Pārśvanātha basadi stood in a particularly prominent location, just across the north-south 
rājamārga from the palace compound and along the road leading eastward from it (map 3).  
Around the beginning of the 13th century, the king Ballāḷa II (r. 1173–1220 C.E.), together with 
his queen Abhinava-Kētaladēvi, founded the triple-shrine Kēdārēśvara temple at the opposite end 
of this east-west road, approximately 400 meters east of the Pārśvanātha basadi (figs. 5.1–5.3).1  
With sculptural walls exhibiting the style seen on the temples at the center of the Hoysaḷa 
capital,2 and with a tower that must have dominated the view of anyone heading eastward along 
this road (see figs. 5.4, 5.5), the Kēdārēśvara temple would have significantly altered the 
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1 Information about the establishment of the Kēdārēśvara temple is recorded in EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 
115], of 1221/22 C.E.  The inscription does not indicate the year of the temple’s foundation, but below I will argue 
for dating the temple to ca. 1200–1220.  I am not the only one to propose this timeframe for the temple’s date, but 
others have not presented reasons for accepting it (see, e.g., Dhaky 1996, p. 396).  Settar suggests an even later 
timeframe, ca. 1220–22 (Settar 1992, vol. 1, p. 63).
2 I have discussed this style in chapter 3.  See esp. the section entitled “Dōrasamudra and the Creation of a Hoysaḷa 
Temple Style” and its sub-section dealing with Hoysaḷa-style temples of the 13th century.  As I argue there, the 
Kēdārēśvara temple exhibits important differences from its predecessors at the center of Dōrasamudra, but the 
tripartite composition of the sculptural elevation that it shares with them was until the second quarter of the 13th 
century seen only in temples of the Hoysaḷa capital.
landscape of southeastern Dōrasamudra at the time of its construction.3  Located close to the 
banks of the large reservoir, the Kēdārēśvara temple must also have added another peak to the 
skyline of the Hoysaḷa capital, as viewed from different vantage points across the water.4  From 
the earliest decades of the 13th century, then, the Kēdārēśvara temple became a defining feature 
of the Hoysaḷa capital, as experienced both within the city and from outside its walls.
 More than having a monumental presence, the royally sponsored Kēdārēśvara temple 
changed the character of the city’s southeastern zone through its relationship to the palace.  
Standing on a direct axis with the royal compound and anchoring the eastern end of the road that 
connected the two, the construction of the temple would have placed the Pārśvanātha basadi and 
its compound in the midst of a nexus linking the new Śaiva temple to the seat of the Hoysaḷa 
court.  At the same time, any processions that may have taken place between the palace and the 
Kēdārēśvara temple would have passed alongside the Jain temples, which, as I have shown in 
chapter 4, remained important to the life and shape of the Hoysaḷa capital well after the turn of 
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3 Like the Hoysaḷēśvara and Pārśvanātha temples, the Kēdārēśvara temple seems to have been surrounded by a 
prākāra (compound wall), but the height of the prākāra during the Hoysaḷa period is uncertain.  The temple’s tower 
certainly would have been visible from outside the wall; whether or not this was also the case for the sculptural 
walls of the elevated temple, many passers-by must have been aware of their presence.  The current compound wall/
fence follows the path of the old prākāra, but the original position of the entrance is not clear.  For its recent repairs, 
see IAR 1968–69, p. 97; 1973–73, p. 72; 1977–78, p. 115; 1978–79, p. 130; 1979–80, p. 133; 1990–91, p. 122; 
1991–92, p. 165.
4 As I have noted with regard to such views of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, we must bear in mind that the city’s 
fortification walls would have affected the visibility of the temple from other locations around the large reservoir 
(ch. 3, n. 18).  In contrast to the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, which stands on a ground level elevated approximately five 
meters above that of the reservoir, the Kēdārēśvara temple was not built on appreciably higher ground (ASI, Site 
Plan of Hoysaleshwara Temple at Halebidu, Nov. 2004, unpublished).  Still, the height of the Kēdārēśvara temple’s 
tower conceivably would have been visible from various vantage points around the reservoir, provided it was not 
blocked by trees.  Today the temple can be seen from the road that runs along the northern side of Dōrasamudra 
tank, through gaps between the coconut trees and banana plants to its north.
the 13th century.5  The foundation of the Kēdārēśvara temple, then, introduced a conspicuous 
Śaiva monument with royal connections into a zone previously dominated by Jain temples, but it 
did not supplant those temples or the communities they served.  
 Within the layout of the Hoysaḷa capital, the spatial association between Kēdārēśvara and 
the king was perhaps reinforced not only by the axial relationship that existed between temple 
and palace, but also — coupled with this link — by the temple’s distance from the center of the 
city.  Built on a peninsula extending into the large reservoir of Dōrasamudra, the Kēdārēśvara 
temple stood nearly half a kilometer from the rājamārga that connected the northern and 
southern ends of the fortified city.  The temple was by no means isolated; although little material 
from the Hoysaḷa period survives in its vicinity today, it was likely surrounded by smaller 
buildings constructed from materials less durable than stone.6  And yet, the temple’s location on 
the peninsula and its distance from the rājamārga suggest that a primary concern in establishing 
its position within the capital was its link to the palace.7  Its link to the rest of the city, established 
through the rājamārga, which was itself reached via the east-west road connecting the temple to 
the palace, was secondary.  
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5 Although I am not aware of any inscriptional references to processions involving the Kēdārēśvara temple, its axial 
relationship to the palace strongly suggests that the road between the two would have accommodated such 
ceremonial travel.  The palace gateway “look[ing] on directly towards the Kêdârêśvara temple” that Krishna noticed 
in 1930 (MAR 1930, p. 53; see also chapter 2 above, p. 71) strengthens this possibility, and the temple’s royal 
patronage further indicates that it was a destination for Hoysaḷa royalty.  Today the entrance to the Kēdārēśvara 
temple’s enclosure is on the north, but because the gateway and prākāra have been heavily restored it is not clear 
whether the this was the case during the Hoysaḷa period.  As mentioned in chapter 1, work on paths of ritual 
movement within Vijayanagara’s “royal center” (e.g., Fritz and Michell 1987, esp. p. 124) has impacted my thinking 
on the possible processes of royal procession to temples within Dōrasamudra, though I do not claim that evidence 
from the Hoysaḷa capital replicates the patterns seen in the later metropolis to its north. 
6 A passage in EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309 that seems to describe the location of the Kēdārēśvara temple mentions a number 
of buildings in its vicinity.  See below, under the section entitled “Establishing Kēdārēśvara in Dōrasamudra….”
7 Its proximity to water and its possible relationship to surrounding hills are also likely to have been important to the 
siting of the Kēdārēśvara temple.  In a future project I plan to study at the relationships between the temple and these 
landscape elements in greater detail.
 Perhaps its distance from the center of the site is one of the reasons that the Kēdārēśvara 
temple, despite its historical and art-historical importance, has suffered neglect on multiple levels 
in modern times, first in terms of its upkeep and later in terms of the scholarly attention devoted 
to it.8  After reviewing the unique circumstances of the temple’s ruin and restoration during the 
19th and early 20th centuries, in this chapter I will discuss the Kēdārēśvara temple as it stood in 
Hoysaḷa-period Dōrasamudra, considering Ballāḷa II’s possible motivations for supporting its 
construction and the ritual community it accommodated.  Patterns in Ballāḷa II’s patronage 
activities, the deities enshrined within the temple, and connections to other temples in Karṇāṭaka 
suggest the involvement of the Kāḷāmukha Śaiva order,9  although the community the temple 
served within Dōrasamudra may not have consisted exclusively of Kāḷāmukha devotees.  
Although the Kēdārēśvara temple was forever transformed by the removal of architectural 
elements and devotional sculptures, and by the manner of restoration it underwent, it is still 
possible to piece together key components of the Hoysaḷa-period temple through inscriptional 
records, pre-restoration photographs, and museum collections that now hold its dispersed parts.10  
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8 Published remarks on the Kēdārēśvara temple tend to be brief and largely descriptive or concerned with the visual 
narrative of its friezes.  Some authors also mention the temple’s patronage or comment on its disrepair and/or 
restoration.  See: Taylor and Fergusson 1866, pp. 51-52; Fergusson 1876, p. 397-398; Rice 1877, vol. 1, p. 421; Rice 
1897, vol. 1, p. 515; MAR 1901, p. 2; MAR 1911, p. 10; MAR 1917, p. 4; Srikantaiya 1918, p. 198; MAR 1930, pp. 
49-50; Gururaja Rao 1972; Settar 1975, pp. 37-41; Del Bontà 1978, pp. 101-102, 192-193; Hawley 1983, pp. 76-87, 
364; Settar 1992, vol. 1, pp. 63-64, 251, 285-287; Foekema 1994, vol. 1, pp. 138-141; Dhaky 1996, pp. 395-396; 
Evans 1997, pp. 233-239; Loizeau 2006, pp. 157-171.  Percy Brown, on the other hand, emphasized the temple’s 
connection to the palace via the east-west road and its possible identification as a “Chapel Royal” in his single 
sentence on the monument (erroneously spelled “Kedesvara”; Brown 1942, p. 168).
9 My use of the word Śaiva applies broadly to any tradition of devotion to the god Śiva; it is not intended to refer 
specifically to Śaiva-Siddhānta, a specific devotional tradition different from that of the Kāḷāmukhas.
10 Sculptures from the Kēdārēśvara temple are found in the Archaeological Museum, Haḷēbīḍ; the Karnāṭaka State 
Government Museum, Bangalore; the Indian Museum, Kolkata; the National Museum of India, New Delhi; and the 
National Museum of Denmark, Copenhagen.
Along with the building we see today, these resources are traces of the Kēdārēśvara temple as it 
stood in the Hoysaḷa capital, before its 19th–20th-century transformation.
From Ruin to Restoration: Changes to the Kēdārēśvara Temple in the 19th–20th Centuries
 Before attempting to analyze the Kēdārēśvara temple of 13th-century Dōrasamudra, it is 
important to acknowledge the significant changes the building sustained during the 19th and 
early 20th centuries.  As we will see, these alterations and the processes that led to them are tied 
to a number of larger historical circumstances that cannot be fully addressed here, and I intend to 
expand the discussion in a separate project.
 Descriptions of the Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple published during the 19th century almost 
invariably refer to the temple as a ruin.  Photographs taken during the 1850s–60s show a thriving 
banyan tree emerging from the temple’s superstructure; the tree had taken root on the northern 
side of the western vimāna and was pushing out the stones of the walls and superstructure as it 
grew (fig. 5.4).11  The British art historian James Fergusson, who prized the temple for its 
“exquisite beauty of detail” and the architectural completeness afforded by the presence of its 
tower, warned in 1866, “Unfortunately it is fast perishing, and a few years more may complete 
its destruction; which is much to be regretted, not only on account of its own beauty, but because 
it is one of the very few examples which remain in its peculiar style.” 12  He added in a footnote: 
“It might cost 10 to 20 rupees to cut down the tree that is tearing it to pieces, and thus to save it.  
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11 The earliest known photographs of the Kēdārēśvara temple were taken by Linnaeus Tripe in 1854; see Dewan 
2003, CR2-64–67 (CR2-68–70 are also labeled “Cathareswara Pagoda” but appear to show instead the Hūcēśvara 
temple).  Richard Banner Oakeley photographed the temple in 1856 (Oakeley 1859, Pls. 25, 49).  There is another 
photograph of the temple with its banyan tree in Lewin Bentham Bowring’s “A Memoir of Service in India” (n.p.); 
thus far I have not been able to identify the photographer, who is uncredited (British Library Mss Eur G 91, f. 211a; 
fig. 5.4 here).  See also the photograph dated 1866 illustrating the temple in Epigraphia Carnatica (old series), vol. 
V (facing p. 74).  For more about early photography at Haḷēbīḍ, see Dewan 1989.
12 Taylor and Fergusson 1866, p. 52.
I would fain hope that the local authorities will venture to afford such an outlay for such a 
purpose.” 13  The authorities did nothing, however, and by 1876 Fergusson wrote again of the 
declining state of the “Kait Iswara” (his phonetic spelling of “Kēdārēśvara”), which was being 
consumed not only by the banyan tree but also by the vines and other plants that increasingly 
covered its walls.  Again in a footnote, he emphasized the urgency of removing the damaging 
vegetation and pointedly remarked: “A very small sum would save [the temple]; and, as the 
country is in our charge, it is hoped that the expenditure will not be grudged.” 14  
 In what year the tree was finally removed is at this point indeterminate, but evidently the 
temple’s major vegetation was cleared by 1886, when the Mahārāja of Mysore, Chāmarājēndra 
Woḍeyar X (r. 1868–1894), visited the site.  A photograph taken by the Mahārāja himself shows 
the temple from the southwest, with the walls of its western vimāna fairly well intact but with a 
crumbling southern vimāna and a partially collapsed tower (fig. 5.5).15  Already by the 1870s, 
authorities had begun to remove sculptures from the temple to the museum in Bangalore,16  and 
after the Mahārāja’s visit in 1886 there were plans to transfer the remaining stones of the temple 
to Mysore, which records from the 1890s suggest were intended to be used for a royal 
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13 Taylor and Fergusson 1866, p. 52.
14 Fergusson 1876, p. 397.  J.S.F. Mackenzie also noted in his article and short book on Haḷēbīḍ that “time, assisted 
by a banian tree … [was] fast reducing [the Kēdārēśvara temple] to a shapeless mound” (1872, p. 41; 1873, p. 78).
15 This photograph appears in both The Maharajah’s Tour (Hayes, ed. 1887, plate between pp. 64-65) and 
Epigraphia Carnatica (old series), vol. V (1902; facing p. 74).
16 Mackenzie 1873, p. 78.  Rice 1877, vol. 1, p. 421; repeated in Rice 1897, vol. 1, p. 515.
monument.17  Work was apparently begun, for in the Mysore Archaeological Report of 1901, 
B.L. Rice remarked that following the Mahārāja’s 1886 visit, “[d]etailed drawings were now 
made to scale of the different parts, the stones were numbered and the whole was virtually 
dismantled, with some intention, never fulfilled, of erecting the building elsewhere.” 18  At the 
same time, however, it appears that select pieces from the temple were being transferred for 
display around the Hoysaḷēśvara temple.  The same Report refers to what was then the recent 
transfer of “a number of the best statues” to the Hoysaḷēśvara’s enclosure,19 and a letter from the 
Deputy Commissioner of Hassan District to the Muzrai Secretary of the Dewan of Mysore, dated 
20 March 1894, argues that funds being requested for landscaping work around the Hoysaḷēśvara 
were “very greatly called for inasmuch as all the figures which are in good preservation in the 
fallen down temple Kethareswara are under orders of Governt. being removed and arranged in 
nice places within the [Hoysaḷēśvara] compound.” 20
 During the period of the Kēdārēśvara temple’s deterioration, then, the fast-growing 
banyan tree and clinging vines were not the only agents of the building’s architectural ruination, 
for human beings with an interest in the aesthetic value of its sculptures also contributed to the 
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17 The proposal to transfer what remained of the Kēdārēśvara temple to Mysore appears in the publication 
documenting the royal tour (Hayes, ed. 1887, p. 64), and we might speculate that the Mahārāja and his entourage 
discussed the matter while visiting the temple itself.  The Danish collector Eduard Løventhal was informed during a 
visit in September 1895 that the temple would be re-erected in Mysore to house “a statue of the late rajah” (letter 
dated 21 Oct. 1895, quoted in Thomsen 1941, p. 46).  Two years later, Rice commented in his revised Mysore 
Gazetteer: “A proposal has been made, I believe, to convey the ruins to Mysore, and erect the restored temple there 
as a memorial to the late Mahárája” (Rice 1897, vol. 1, p. 515).  The “late rajah/Mahárája” must be Chāmarājēndra 
Woḍeyar X, the Mahārāja who visited Haḷēbīḍ in 1886, who died in 1894.
18 MAR 1901, p. 2.  Unfortunately, I have not been able to locate the “detailed drawings” that Rice mentions.
19 MAR 1901, p. 2.
20 The Muzrai Department was established to oversee government funding for temples in Mysore State, and it still 
presides over some temples in Karnāṭaka today.  The letter quoted above is kept in the Karnāṭaka State Archives, 
Bangalore, in Muzai File No. 238 of 1893 (1893-4).  I am grateful to Ms. Usha Suresh, Director at the time of my 
visit, for granting me access to the Muzrai Records, and to Mr. Kanchivaradaiah, Mr. Mohan Raj, Mr. Mani, and Ms. 
Satyavati for their assistance with the archives in April 2009 and September–November 2009.
temple’s destruction by removing pieces they deemed to be especially artistic.  Besides the 
officially sanctioned removal of sculptures to the museum in Bangalore and to the Hoysaḷēśvara 
compound, and the plans to transfer what remained of the temple to Mysore, an untold number of 
individuals with an interest in collecting or selling pieces of the temple — which by then were 
viewed primarily as art objects rather than integral components of a sacred building21 — 
apparently felt justified in taking sculptural stones from a place they considered a ruin.  Eduard 
Løventhal, a Danish missionary who visited Haḷēbīḍ and collected a number of Hoysaḷa-period 
sculptures for the National Museum of Denmark between 1894 and 1900, managed to acquire 
five pieces that an unspecified British official had previously moved from the Kēdārēśvara 
temple to the district headquarters in Hassan, including a full doorway and an additional lintel 
from the temple’s interior (figs. 5.21, 5.22, 5.29).22  By 1912, another lintel from the temple had 
been brought to the Indian Museum in Calcutta, along with a four-armed seated Sarasvatī (figs. 
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21 This attitude was by no means universal.  Besides evidence of local opposition to the removal of temple sculptures 
from other Hoysaḷa-period temple sites (see Thomsen 1941, p. 61, and Settar 1975a, pp. 29-31, 53, 58), B.L. Rice 
unfavorably commented on the transfer of sculptures from the Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple to the Bangalore 
museum: “… divorced from their artistic setting they have lost their meaning” (Rice 1877, vol. 1, p. 421; 1897, vol. 
1, p. 515).  A fair amount has been published about the conceptual transformation of sacred temple sculptures into 
art or antiquarian objects with the advent of museums and the archaeological discipline in India; see, for instance, 
Guha-Thakurta 2004.  To my knowledge this avenue of research has not been explored in detail with regard to 
Haḷēbīḍ, and I plan to expand the discussion in my project on the 19th–20th-century history of the site’s Kēdārēśvara 
temple.
22 For an overview of Løventhal’s collecting activities at Haḷēbīḍ, see Thomsen 1941, pp. 42-48, and Settar 1975a, 
pp. 27-32, 38-42.  For photographs of all the doorway elements, including two lintels, two doorjambs, and an 
unadorned threshold stone, see Settar 1975a, Pls. IX–XVII.  In addition to Thomsen 1941 and Settar 1975a, my 
knowledge of Løventhal’s collecting activities draws on his letters, now kept in the archives of the National Museum 
of Denmark, Copenhagen, Department of the Ethnographic Collections.  I am grateful to Dr. Bente Wolff, Curator, 
for granting me access to these archives in September 2008, and I owe a great deal of thanks to Simon Rastén, Bente 
Wolff, and Bodil Valentiner for verbally translating relevant portions of the letters into English for me.  See below, 
under “Deities of Dōrasamudra’s Kēdārēśvara Temple,” for further comments on the doorway and lintel now in the 
National Museum of Denmark, Copenhagen (acc. no. Da.665).
5.15, 5.33).23  While the removal of these objects was approved at least by some government 
officials,24  other sculpted pieces of the temple seem to have been taken illicitly.  In a letter to the 
Muzrai Secretary dated 17 April 1896, requesting additional funds for the guard stationed at the 
Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple, the Deputy Commissioner of Hassan District warned, “This Temple 
is in ruins, [and] the carvings and works of art are in danger of being removed or otherwise 
tampered [with] by unscrupulous persons.” 25 
 Efforts to restore the temple at its original location in Haḷēbīḍ were finally initiated at the 
beginning of the 20th century, with most of the work being completed by the Public Works 
Department (PWD) between 1906 and 1916.26  The initial stages of repair, in which workers 
strengthened the foundation and other structural components of the temple,27 seem to have 
passed with little consequence, but the subsequent restoration of the sculptural components of the 
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23 The “Register of Presentations to the Archaeological Section” in the archives of the Indian Museum records the 
donation of the lintel (acc. no. N.S.2243/A25238) and four-armed female figure (acc. no. 2244/A25239, not 
identified specifically as Sarasvatī in the register, but identifiable by her attributes) by the Government of India, in 
entries dated 30 May 1912.  My gratitude goes to Dr. Samir Mukhopadhyay and Ms. Anushya for access to this 
register in Oct. 2009, and to Dr. Pratapaditya Pal for helping me establish contact with the Indian Museum.  I will 
discuss the Kolkata lintel and Sarasvatī below, in the same section cited in the previous note.
24 B.L. Rice’s complaint, quoted in n. 21 above, shows just one instance of dissent among government officials, with 
regard to the preservation of antiquities in Mysore State.  Although Løventhal acquired the Kēdārēśvara temple 
stones from Hassan with government permission, his letters state frankly that sending the sculptures to Copenhagen 
was not universally approved, and he needed to make an extra effort to acquire the doorway and lintel (see Thomsen 
1941, pp. 45-46; Settar 1975a, pp. 29-31).
25 Karnāṭaka State Archives, Muzrai File No. 186 of 1895 (1895-6).
26 Records from Mysore State’s Public Works Department do not seem to be held at the Karnāṭaka State Archives, 
and my efforts to locate them have so far been fruitless.  My knowledge of the Kēdārēśvara temple’s restoration is 
pieced together from references in the Mysore Archaeological Reports and in documents kept in the files of the 
Muzrai Department: MAR 1901, p. 2 (para. 10); 1903, p. 3 (para. 16); 1904, p. 2 (para. 6); 1905 (see Sundara, ed. 
1989, p. 80); 1906, p. 2 (para. 13); 1908, p. 2 (para. 9); 1911, p. 10 (para. 23); 1917, p. 4 (para. 12); 1930, pp. 49-50.  
A document in Muzrai File No. 135 of 1923 (1923-4) that tabulates the annual financial estimate and outlay for 
repairs at Haḷēbīḍ’s temples between 1911/12 and 1923/24, indicates that work on the Kēdārēśvara temple ended in 
1916.  MAR 1917 (p. 4) also notes that the restoration of the Kēdārēśvara had been completed the previous year.
27 See MAR 1906, p. 2 (para. 13).
temple’s walls and interior was more controversial.  With so many pieces of the temple dispersed 
to other locations for display as art objects, PWD workers filled in the gaps with figural panels 
and frieze fragments taken from the ruins of the Nagarēśvara site,28 and by most accounts they 
were as unscrupulous as the nameless “persons” about whom the Deputy Commissioner had 
warned in his 1896 letter.  Even before the restoration was completed, R. Narasimhachar, Rice’s 
successor as Director of Archaeological Researches, cited a number of “incongruities” such as 
the juxtaposition of Vaiṣṇava and Śaiva iconography in the reconstructed door frame of the 
southern garbha-gṛha, and lamented, “… as a result of the vandalism of ignorant contractors in 
their eagerness to procure carvings and slabs for the restoration work, many fine sculptures and 
inscription stones have been broken or destroyed.” 29  PWD workers apparently remained 
unaware of or impervious to the criticisms of archaeologists, however, and when the restoration 
was finished it was widely condemned, both in published Archaeological Reports and in 
unpublished documents of the Mysore government.30  Soon after the project’s completion, 
Narasimhachar reviewed with a tone of consternation the changes that had been made to the 
temple.  These alterations included the three new stairways leading from ground-level to the 
jagatī on the temple’s north, east, and south (see fig. 5.3); the arrangement of miscellaneous 
sculptural pieces at the sides of the stairways, and among these the placement of images on 
 201
28 MAR 1911, p. 10 (para. 23); Srikantaiya 1918, p. 194; MAR 1930, p. 50.  The “Pañcaliṅgēśvara” temple 
mentioned by these sources is included within the area I am calling the Nagarēśvara site.  See chapter 3 of this 
dissertation for further discussion of sculptures from the Nagarēśvara site.
29 MAR 1911, p. 10 (para. 23).
30 See MAR 1917, p. 4 (para. 12); MAR 1930, p. 49.  Inspection notes made in 1924 refer to the restoration as 
“unsatisfactory” and assert that “the contrast between the workmanship of the new work and that of the old structure 
is so strong as to warn us from attempting such restorations or repairs in future” [Karnāṭaka State Archives, Muzrai 
File No. 135 of 1923 (1923-24), sl. 12].  A letter from James H. Cousins to the Dewan of Mysore, dated 2 Oct. 1936,  
which makes a number of requests regarding temple renovations, policies, and donations to museums, characterizes 
the work at the Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple as an “unfortunate attempt at renovation” (Muzrai File No. 252 of 
1936).
pedestals belonging to different deities; the mismatched iconography of the southern garbha-
gṛha’s doorway, which he had already criticized in his 1911 Report; and the use of sculptures 
unoriginal to the Kēdārēśvara temple in its exterior walls.31  An even more conspicuous change 
was the absence of the tower that Fergusson had once valued so highly for giving the temple the 
appearance, in his eyes, of completeness.  No objections were raised to the decision not to 
rebuild it, however, presumably because doing so while maintaining the temple’s structural 
integrity would have been extremely challenging and perhaps impossible.  Many of the stones 
that once comprised the Kēdārēśvara temple’s superstructure are now in Haḷēbīḍ’s 
Archaeological Museum, and a few still lie in the vicinity of the temple.
 Despite the significance of the Kēdārēśvara temple’s material transformation during the 
19th and early 20th centuries, the problems surrounding its ruin and restoration seem to have 
faded from memory in recent decades, and the few publications to discuss the temple or its 
sculptures by and large make no reference to its mismatched iconographical program or its 
amalgamation of material from different sources.32  Yet the changes brought about by nature, 
neglect, art collectors, and restoration workers should be included in any discussion of the 
Kēdārēśvara temple, for the building we see today is quite different from that which stood in 
Dōrasamudra during the 13th and 14th centuries.  The ahistorical — and in some places glaringly 
sloppy — incorporation of Nagarēśvara-site figural blocks and frieze fragments into the walls of 
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31 MAR 1917, p. 4 (para. 12).
32 The most recent sources I have found that acknowledge the problems of the temple’s restoration date to the 1970s.  
Gururaja Rao’s descriptive essay on the Kēdārēśvara temple briefly reviews the history of the temple’s ruination and 
restoration but conflates the restoration with the unfulfilled plans to rebuild the temple as a monument to the 
Mahārāja (Gururaja Rao 1972, pp. 215-216).  Settar presents a more detailed discussion of the 19th–20th-century 
history of the temple in his publication on the collection of Hoysaḷa sculptures in Copenhagen (Settar 1975a, pp. 
37-41).  Del Bontà reviews the problems briefly (Del Bontà 1978, pp. 101-102 and n. 112, p. 124).  Evans notes the 
presence of Nagarēśvara-site sculpture on the Kēdārēśvara temple and mentions the restoration but does not 
elaborate on the problems entailed in the project (Evans 1997, pp. 223, 235).  I briefly refer to the restoration in my 
text for the ASI’s Halebidu: A Guide to the Site and Museum (Kasdorf 2009, p. 11).
the Kēdārēśvara temple itself constitutes a radical alteration of the Hoysaḷa-period temple (fig. 
5.6).33  Adding to this, photographs taken before the temple was dismantled and subsequently 
reconstructed show that even those stones which are original to the Kēdārēśvara temple were not 
always restored to their original positions.  For instance, a figural block containing images of 
Rāvaṇa and Trivikrama is now found on the northwestern corner of the temple’s northern 
vimāna, but 19th-century photographs clearly show the same sculpted block on the southwestern 
corner of the southern vimāna.  Other displacements abound; in fact, comparisons between pre-
restoration photographs and corresponding views of the temple in its present state give the 
impression that not a single figural panel was restored to its original place within the temple’s 
walls.  
 In light of these transformations, reconstructing an idea of the temple’s exterior 
iconographical program as it existed in the Hoysala period is fraught with uncertainty.  It is 
possible, however, to access other aspects of the Hoysaḷa-period Kēdārēśvara temple.  In chapter 
3, I discussed the stylistic properties of the building and its relation to other Hoysaḷa-style 
temples,34  and in the introduction to the present chapter I have briefly considered the 
Kēdārēśvara temple’s place within the geography of Dōrasamudra.  In the sections that follow, I 
will look to inscriptions, sculptural elements of the temple’s interior, and comparative material 
from other temples, in order to gain a better understanding of some of the relationships that 
existed between the temple and the city, mediated through its patrons, deities, and ritual 
community.
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33 As discussed in chapter 3, the Nagarēśvara-site pieces are identifiable by their larger dimensions and by the vine 
scroll at the base of most image panels, in contrast to the Kēdārēśvara temple’s own sculptures, which are 
characterized by slightly smaller dimensions and figural panels with bases consisting of three horizontal moldings 
punctuated by a single foliate curl.  See MAR 1930, p. 50 and chapter 3 above.
34 See chapter 3, pp. 115-118.
Establishing Kēdārēśvara in Dōrasamudra: The Inscription of Nārasiṃha II and 
Padmaladēvi, 1221/2 C.E.
 The inscription that informs us about the establishment of the Kēdārēśvara temple by 
Ballāḷa II and Abhinava-Kētaladēvi is different from the inscriptions I discussed for the 
Hoysaḷēśvara and Pārśvanātha temples, both in its physical format and in the details emphasized 
within its text.  Instead of a monumental stele such as those seen in chapters 3 and 4 (figs. 3.16, 
4.39), the Kēdārēśvara temple’s inscription is engraved across two vertically aligned slabs of 
stone that today comprise the eastern wall of the subsidiary shrine standing to the east of the 
temple’s northern garbha-gṛha (figs. 5.7a, b).  Although inscriptions were sometimes engraved 
onto a temple’s interior walls, as in the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, each line of text is usually limited 
to a single block of stone.  The vertical break along the center of the Kēdārēśvara temple 
inscription was probably made well after the text was engraved, perhaps by one of the PWD 
contractors whom Narasimhachar reported had broken both sculptures and inscriptions “in their 
eagerness to procure carvings and slabs for the restoration work.” 35  Indeed, the entire subsidiary 
shrine into which the inscription is built has the appearance of being a reconstruction from 
miscellaneous materials, in contrast to the subsidiary shrines in the western part of the temple’s 
interior (fig. 5.8).  The rough edges and chisel marks along the top of the inscription also suggest 
that it was reshaped to fit into its current position; perhaps before these alterations the inscription 
bore more resemblance to the steles of the other temples than it does today.
 The text of the Kēdārēśvara temple’s inscription documents a significant endowment 
made to the temple soon after its establishment, but it does not follow the conventions of the 
foundation inscriptions discussed in chapters 3 and 4.  While it opens with a verse in praise of 
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35 MAR 1911, p. 10 (para. 23).
Śiva — quoting in Sanskrit a line from Bāṇa’s Harṣacarita that appears at the beginning of many 
inscriptions issued in the Hoysaḷa realm — the Hoysaḷa genealogy that follows is much briefer 
than is typical of foundation inscriptions, omitting the poetic praśastis to relate only the names of 
the kings — along with some kings’ mothers — who comprise the royal lineage.36  The final 
king to be named is Nārasiṃha II (r. 1220–1234/5), for it was he, along with his mother, 
Padmaladēvi, who made the donation that the text describes.  They were not the founding patrons 
of the temple, however.  Rather, their grant, made in the first year of Nārasiṃha’s reign and 
during the year Vikrama, Śaka 1143 (1221/22 C.E.),37  funded the Kēdārēśvara temple that 
“previously his [Nārasiṃha II’s] father, Ballāḷadēva, and his [Ballāḷa II’s] junior queen, 
Abhinava-Kētaladēvi, had caused to be made.” 38  
 I will soon discuss the aims of Nārasiṃha and Padmaladēvi’s donation, and consider the 
relationship between their patronage and the temple’s foundation and construction, but first I 
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36 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, ll. 1-5.  After the opening verse from Harṣacarita 1.1, an additional verse in Sanskrit 
introduces the Hoysaḷa dynasty.  The remaining text is in Kannaḍa.  Hoysaḷa genealogies typically include the names 
of queen-mothers; the Kēdārēśvara temple’s abbreviated account of the dynasty only includes the name of 
Keḷeyabarasi, wife of Vinayāditya (the first king named) and mother of Eṟeyaṅga, and Padmaladēvi, mother of 
Nārasiṃha II (the last king named).
37 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, ll. 5, 16. 
38 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, ll. 5-6: muṃnna taṃmmayya ballāḷadēvanu taṃnna kiṟiyarasi abhi/navakētaladēviyaru 
māḍisida.  Here and below, the translations I quote from the inscription are adapted from those given in EC (NS) 9, 
pp. 719-720.  
   It is worth noting that Hoysaḷa queens and other elite women were commonly temple patrons.  This was not 
unusual in the premodern kingdoms of southern India and the Deccan, as demonstrated by the records of the 
Cāḷukyas, Cōḻas, and other dynasties.  In her study of “Gender, Family, and Architectural Patronage” in ca. early 
10th-century Tamiḻ Nāḍu, Padma Kaimal aptly comments that knowledge of a female patron’s gender is relevant 
today because it “challenges stereotypes of India as a place of ruthless and universal repression of women,” but 
among the patron’s “contemporaries… her identity as a woman probably had little significance as they regarded the 
expensive and highly visible temple she sponsored” (Kaimal 2002/2003, p. 26).  Orr 2000 (chapter 3) discusses 
female temple patronage in Cōḻa-period Tamiḻ Nāḍu as represented in a larger corpus of inscriptions.  Settar’s 
account of Hoysaḷa patronage includes several queens (Settar 1992, vol. 1, pp. 45-74 passim.).  Shantakumari 1983 
discusses temple patrons and other powerful elite women among the Later Cāḷukyas.  Queenly patronage in 
Karṇāṭaka was a longstanding practice by this time; Early Cāḷukya queens of the early 8th century famously 
sponsored the construction of the largest temples at Paṭṭadakaḷ (see Bolon 1988).
want to look in detail at a passage of the inscription that describes “the four boundaries of the 
god in Dōrasamudra.” 39  This phrase seems to refer to the location of the Kēdārēśvara temple 
itself, although it may alternatively describe a plot of land within the city that was also granted to 
the temple.  Either way, the ensuing lines of text provide a snapshot of one corner of 
Dōrasamudra’s urban geography, supplying valuable information about streets, populations, and 
institutions that have not otherwise survived in any identifiable form.  In full, the passage reads:
 The four boundaries (catus-sīme) of the god in Dōrasamudra: On the east, the 
 brahmapuri street (-gēri) of god Kēśava of Pandala.  On the south, beginning from the 
 fort wall (ikkida pauḷiya kōṭeyādiyāgi), up to the garland makers’ street (mālagāṟa-kēri).  
 On the west, the lane (vōṇi) going from the end/side (kadeyiṃ) of the garland makers’ 
 street to Mālēśvara is the boundary-mark (mēre), up to the southeastern corner of 
 Jārutantrēśvara.  The liṅgamudre stone set up there being the boundary-mark (mēre), the 
 northern boundary (sīme) going straight towards the east is the southern boundary (sīme) 
 of Gojjēśvara.  On the northeastern limit (gaḍi) the boundary-mark (mēre) is the pipal 
 tree behind the large monastery (hiriya-maṭhada hindaṇa).  Thus are the four 
 boundaries.40
Whether the territory described in this passage indicates the grounds of the Kēdārēśvara temple 
or some other plot of land belonging to it, we learn that in its vicinity were the gods 
Jārutantrēśvara (to the northwest) and Gojjēśvara (to the north).  Mālēśvara may also have been 
nearby, to the northwest or west, although the inscription only states that a lane leading 
(implicitly northward) to Mālēśvara constituted the western boundary of the plot described.  
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39 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, from ll. 9-10: dōrasamudradalli dēvaracatu/ssīime 
40 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, ll. 9-13.  
Since the street of the garland makers (māla-gāṟa-kēri) formed part of the southern or 
southwestern border of the urban plot, it is likely that Mālēśvara (“lord of garlands”) was not far 
away.  Whether these gods were housed in structural temples or worshiped as outdoor liṅgas is 
impossible to say, although the references to Jārutantrēśvara’s and Gojjēśvara’s own boundaries 
suggests that those two gods at least had claim to their own plots of land, which were formalized 
in some way.  
 In addition to the garland makers, who must have inhabited or worked in the 
neighborhood accessed by their street on the southern or southwestern side of Kēdārēśvara’s plot 
of land, we learn from the inscription of a quarter of brahmins (brahmapuri) in Dōrasamudra 
who worshiped the god Viṣṇu in his manifestation as Kēśava of Pandala.41  As this brahmapuri’s 
street formed the eastern boundary of the property the inscription describes, the neighborhood 
and presumably a temple to this Kēśava of Pandala was also to the east.  The Kēdārēśvara temple 
stands less than 100 meters west of the eastern fort wall of Dōrasamudra; if the “four boundaries 
of the god” indeed delineate the land in which the temple was situated, then the brahmapuri of 
Kēśava of Pandala must have been on the very edge of the city.  The record’s description of the 
southern boundary indicates that the plot of land it describes was indeed near a section of the fort 
wall (kōṭe).  The implication that the fort wall is to the southeast42 corresponds to the topography 
around the Kēdārēśvara temple: along the perimeter of the broad peninsula where the temple is 
located, remains of the city’s fortifications are particularly close to the temple’s south and east.  
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41 So far I have not found another reference to Kēśava of Pandala.  It is tempting to consider the possibility of a 
connection to the Vaiṣṇava pilgrimage site of Paṇḍharpur (located in present-day southeastern Maharashtra but once 
within the Kannaḍiga cultural sphere and close to the Cāḷukya capital of Kalyāṇa), but since the form of Viṣṇu there 
is known as Viṭṭhala, and not Kēśava, this connection seems tenuous at best.  Furthermore, it is not certain that the 
“Pandala” the inscription refers to (in l. 10: pandalada kēśavadēvara brahmapurigēri) is a place name; it could 
alternatively be the name of a person or group associated with that Kēśava, or some other modifier of “Kēśava.”
42 Although the inscription does not explicitly state that the fort wall is to the southeast, it references the fort wall as 
the beginning of the southern boundary, immediately after describing the eastern boundary. 
 The last boundary that the inscription describes makes reference to an institution whose 
members are likely to have been involved in the operation of a number of temples within 
Dōrasamudra.  Marking the northeastern limit of the temple’s property was a pipal tree located 
“behind the large monastery,” or hiriya-maṭha.  The inscription does not mention the sectarian 
affiliation of this monastery, but it may have been inhabited by members of the Śaiva Kāḷāmukha 
order.  The Kāḷāmukhas had a strong presence in Dōrasamudra, as the inscriptional record of 
Haḷēbīḍ attests,43 and they were prominent throughout Karṇāṭaka between the 11th and 13th 
centuries.44  Considering the importance of this Śaiva order within the Hoysaḷa capital and 
throughout the Hoysaḷa kingdom, it is possible that the city’s principal monastery — as the term 
hiriya-maṭha, “large-” or “senior-monastery,” connotes — would have been affiliated with it.45  
As I will argue in the final section of this chapter, Ballāḷa II seems to have been particularly 
interested in cultivating relationships with powerful Kāḷāmukha institutions, and there is likely to 
have been a Kāḷāmukha presence at the Kēdārēśvara temple itself.
 If the passage describing the four boundaries of Kēdārēśvara in Dōrasamudra offers a 
glimpse of some of the impermanent landmarks and populations that existed within the Hoysaḷa 
capital, the majority of the inscription is an archive filled with information pertaining to the 
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43 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 328 (1117 C.E.) & 330 (Ballāḷa II reign period) [EC (OS) V, Bl. 117, 119], from the Māṇikēśvara 
and Nakarēśvara temples, respectively, name Kāḷāmukha gurus.  EC (NS) 9, Bl. 317 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 114] (1173 
C.E.) also lists gurus whose names suggest a Kāḷāmukha affiliation, ending in -śakti-paṇḍitadēva.  See Lorenzen 
1972/1991, p. 101 for a list of gurus of the Śakti-pariṣe division of the Kāḷāmukha order, showing this pattern in 
nomenclature.  While the suffix -śakti-paṇḍitadēva seems to mark a Kāḷāmukha identity, the suffixes -dēva and -
paṇḍitadēva are more general, contrary to Lorenzen’s suggestion that they too constitute patterns of nomenclature 
specific to the Kāḷāmukhas (Lorenzen 1972/1991, p. 150).  As we have seen in chapter 4, -dēva and -paṇḍitadēva 
are also common suffixes in the names of Jain monks.
44 See Lorenzen 1972/1991, esp. chs. 4-5; Settar 1999, pp. 64-77; Filliozat 2001, pp. 1-59.
45 The city of Baḷḷigāve, which will become important to my discussion in the final section of this chapter, also had a 
hiriya-maṭha and a strong Kāḷāmukha presence.  Lorenzen (1972/1991, pp. 149-150) and Settar (1999, p. 73) both 
suggest that Baḷḷigāve’s hiriya-maṭha had a Kāḷāmukha affiliation, but as is the case for Dōrasamudra, no record yet 
known in Baḷḷigāve’s abundant inscriptional corpus explicitly states this affiliation.
establishment and support of the temple’s ritual life.  Summarizing the donation, the inscription 
states that Nārasiṃha II granted with the pouring of water the proceeds from seven villages, tax-
free, to the temple built by Ballāḷa II and Abhinava-Kētaladēvi, to provide for food offered to the 
gods (“amritapaḍi,” or amṛtapaḍi), for worship conducted in the sanctums (aṅgabhōga, in direct 
connection to the god’s body, or aṅga) and in the raṅga-maṇḍapa (raṅgabhōga), for daily and 
occasional festivals (nitya-naimittika parbbaṃgaḷigaṃ), and to support the livelihoods of the 
śūdra attendants and brāhmaṇas of the temple (śūdra-parivāra-brāhmaṇara-jīvita).46  Later in 
the text, we learn that Nārasiṃha II made this donation along with his mother, Padmaladēvi.47  In 
addition, the king and his mother granted a plot of garden land (tōṭa) below the large reservoir 
(implicitly Dōrasamudra’s large reservoir, hiriya-keṟe), located between the large and small 
gardens of Hoysaṇēśvara.48  They may also have donated the property within “the four 
boundaries of the god in Dōrasamudra,” which is described between the enumeration of the 
gifted villages and the description of the gifted garden.49  After a recap of the grant, the worth of 
which is said to amount to 322 gadyāṇas and 5 paṇas,50  and a reiteration of the categories of 
expenditure towards which it was to be directed, the rest of the inscription deals with details 
pertaining to the allotment of the funds.  Essentially an accounting register, it lists specific 
amounts to be paid annually for various daily services, specific ritual supplies, festivals, and 
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46 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, ll. 5-8.  The vocabulary used to designate the modes of worship and offerings to the gods are 
common among many Hoysaḷa-period inscriptions.  Settar discusses them in the context of the temples at 
Somanāthapura (Settar 2008, pp. 145-147; pp. 145-159 for more detailed comments that specifically relate to 
Somanāthapura, many of which are also more broadly applicable).
47 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, l. 15.
48 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, ll. 13-14.
49 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, ll. 9-13.
50 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, l. 18.  The gadyāṇa was the principal type of gold currency circulating in Karṇāṭaka during 
the Hoysaḷa period; the paṇa was a coin valued at one tenth of one gadyāṇa and could be silver or gold 
(Kuppuswamy 1975, pp. 142-145; see also Appadorai 1936/1990, vol. II, pp. 710-712).
salaries for individual employees who contributed to the temple’s ritual operations.51  The 
inscription ends abruptly, with no closing proclamation or imprecation; whether additional 
salaries were intended for the blank space at the bottom of the slab(s) is uncertain.  
 No inscription dating to the period of Ballāḷa II himself is known to refer to his co-
sponsorship of the capital’s Kēdārēśvara temple, and it is possible that his reign ended before the 
temple was fully completed.  A portion of the temple seems to have been finished in his time, 
however, for in addition to crediting him and Abhinava-Kētaladēvi with the temple’s 
establishment, the inscription of 1221/2 states that the grant it records is “for such sacred 
activities as previously conducted.” 52  Perhaps worship of the Kēdārēśvara liṅga in the main 
western sanctum was inaugurated before the rest of the temple was finished; we will see in the 
next section of this chapter that the western garbha-gṛha appears to have been completed earlier 
than the other two sanctums.  A more complete range of “sacred activities” seems to have 
commenced with the donation of Nārasiṃha II and Padmaladēvi.  Their substantial endowment 
is likely to have been the temple’s main source of funding, and the detail with which the 
inscription lists the amounts to be allocated for each ritual supply, ceremony, and salary suggests 
that the grant initiated the majority of activities these payments facilitated.  This would suggest 
that the temple was commissioned by Ballāḷa II in the later part of his reign, most likely between 
ca. 1200–1220 (to employ a convenient shorthand in the western common era).  The temple’s 
exterior sculpture also seems to date later during the reign of Ballāḷa II, as it exhibits significant 
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51 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, ll. 19-35.  I will comment on some of these details in the next section of this chapter.
52 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, from ll. 15-16: aṃnna ba/ra muṃnna naḍeva śrīkāryyakke
departures from Dōrasamudra’s ca. 12th-century sculpture, yet appears to be closely related to 
Hoysaḷa-style temples at other sites dated to the mid-13th century.53    
 Considering both the textual information recorded in the Kēdārēśvara temple’s inscription 
and the visual information that inheres within its sculpted stones, then, the most likely timeframe 
for the temple’s construction is ca. 1200–1220 C.E.  Combining textual and visual information 
also offers insight into some of the forms and meanings of the temple that have been altered or 
obscured by the removal or rearrangement of crucial components of the Hoysaḷa-period building.  
Inside the temple, where the activities described in the inscription were concentrated, only one of 
the three principal deities remains within its garbha-gṛha.  Details within the inscription provide 
information about the other two, but it is only visual material from the temple’s interior that can 
identify all three.
Deities of Dōrasamudra’s Kēdārēśvara Temple
 Like many temples built in Karṇāṭaka during the Hoysaḷa period, Dōrasamudra’s temple 
to Kēdārēśvara housed several deities under one roof, not only in small subsidiary shrines but 
also in multiple garbha-gṛhas placed on the major axes of the temple’s architectural space.  The 
temple was built according to the most common type of trikūṭa plan, with its three sanctums 
surrounding the raṅga-maṇḍapa on the west, south, and north, the point of entry being to the east 
(fig. 5.9).  The Kēdārēśvara liṅga still stands within the western garbha-gṛha (figs. 5.10, 5.11), 
but the remaining sanctums are now vacant.  Sculptural material from the northern and southern 
garbha-gṛhas, however, strongly suggests that they once enshrined images of the god Viṣṇu (as 
Kṛṣṇa the cowherd, gō-pāla) and the goddess Sarasvatī.  As we will see, most of this material has 
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53 See chapter 3 sub-section entitled “The Next Generation of Hoysaḷa-Style Temples, ca. 13th Century.”
been shifted from its original position: some doorway elements and one devotional image now 
belong to museum collections, and others were moved within the temple during the restoration 
work of the early 20th century.  Despite these alterations, it is possible to reconstruct their 13th-
century placement within the temple.  In addition to architectural elements and sculptures from 
the temple’s interior, the 1221/2 inscription of Nārasiṃha II and Padmaladēvi also provides 
information about the temple’s gods and goddesses, and its mention of Kēdārēśvara, Gōpāladēva, 
and Sarasvatī further supports the visual material related to these deities.  
 Comparative material from other multi-shrined Śaiva temples of Hoysaḷa-period 
Karṇāṭaka shows that the interior ritual space of such temples often accommodates Viṣṇu and 
Sarasvatī, along with the liṅga and images of other deities.  The positioning of Kṛṣṇa/
Gōpāladēva and Sarasvatī that we see in the northern and southern sanctums of Dōrasamudra’s 
Kēdārēśvara temple is not typical, though neither is it completely without precedent.  After 
discussing the temple’s own material, I will turn to other Śaiva temples of the Hoysaḷa world that 
offer productive points of comparison.  This comparative discussion will continue into the next 
and final section of this chapter, where I will consider in further detail some of the possible 
reasons for the presence of these particular deities within the three sanctums of the temple built 
by Ballāḷa II and Abhinava-Kētaladēvi in the capital city of the Hoysaḷas.
Kēdārēśvara, Kṛṣṇa/Gōpāladēva, and Sarasvatī in Temple Records and Sanctum 
Doorways
 Both the architecture of the Kēdārēśvara temple and the text of its inscription indicate 
that the western garbha-gṛha and the liṅga it enshrines constitute the temple’s primary 
devotional emphasis.  Architecturally, the western sanctum forms the central focus of the temple, 
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occupies a greater amount of space than the other sanctums, and displays a distinctive exterior 
treatment.  Upon entering the temple from the east, one immediately faces the western garbha-
gṛha.  Its axial relationship to the entrance is reinforced by the pillars of the central raṅga-
maṇḍapa, as well as those of the platforms that flank the entryway (fig. 5.10).  These pillars 
visually frame the doorway of the sanctum’s antarāla, which in turn frames the garbha-gṛha and 
the liṅga installed there.  It is only as one steps into the temple that the other garbha-gṛhas come 
into view.  Whereas the western sanctum is preceded by an antarāla that creates an additional 
zone between the common space of the raṅga-maṇḍapa and the liṅga enshrined to its west — 
and, in turn, necessitates a second doorway leading to that garbha-gṛha — the southern and 
northern sanctums open directly onto the raṅga-maṇḍapa.  This difference in the respective 
spaces of the temple’s three garbha-gṛhas indicates that the deity installed in the western 
sanctum had a higher status than its counterparts in the southern and northern sanctums, a 
position reinforced by the western vimāna’s radial, stellate exterior.  Compared with the more 
linear, staggered-bhadra exteriors of the southern and northern vimānas, the western vimāna is 
more visually and architecturally complex and accommodates more sculpture.
 It hardly needs to be stated that the principal deity installed in the western sanctum, in 
liṅga form, is Kēdārēśvara himself.  The donative inscription of Nārasiṃha II and Padmaladēvi 
makes clear that this aspect of Śiva was the primary deity of the temple.  In relating general 
information about the establishment of the temple by Ballāḷa II and Abhinava-Kētaladēvi, and 
about the donation by Nārasiṃha II and his mother, the inscription solely names Kēdārēśavara as 
a divine subject.  It is only in the details about the allotment of funds for specific festivals and the 
salaries of temple employees that any other deities are mentioned.  This part of the inscription 
provides invaluable details for identifying deities that were installed within the temple along with 
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Śiva as Kēdārēśvara.  Yet even as it refers to other divine inhabitants of the temple, the 
inscription implies Kēdārēśvara’s primacy, itemizing expenses related to this god before 
proceeding to the others.  The last section of the inscription, which enumerates the salaries of 
temple employees,54 illustrates this hierarchy particularly well; it also names a second of the 
three deities originally installed within the temple’s three garbha-gṛhas.
 The very first temple employee to appear in the list of salaries is the priest of 
Kēdārēśvara.  Named Appaṇṇa, he earned the highest salary offered to employees of the temple: 
10 gadyāṇas.55  Because the inscription names priests at the beginning of its list of temple 
functionaries, decorators next, then attendants, and finally individuals fulfilling other various 
roles, it appears that the order in which the inscription lists these employees implies their relative 
value to the ritual purposes of the temple.  Under each of the first two roles — priests 
(ārādhanēyas) and decorators (śṛṅgāris) — the inscription names three individuals.56  In all 
likelihood, these individuals were responsible for serving the deities enshrined within each of the 
temple’s three garbha-gṛhas.  After naming Kēdārēśvara’s priest, Appaṇṇa, the inscription names 
Jāṭavēdabhaṭṭa, then Nāgaṇṇa, the priest of Gōpāladēva.57  The inscription does not mention any 
particular deity in association with Jāṭavēdabhaṭṭa, but he must have been the priest of Sarasvatī, 
for we will see that the material record points overwhelmingly to this goddess’s place within one 
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54 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, ll. 28-35.
55 Other employees paid 10 gadyāṇas include one Jātavēdabhaṭṭa, who is named immediately after Appaṇa, three 
decorators (śṛṃgāris) of the deities’ enshrined images, the temple’s treasurer (bhaṃḍāra), and a functionary called a 
koṭhāri [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, ll. 28-30, 34].  The gadyāṇa served as the basic unit of currency in Hoysaḷa-period 
Karṇāṭaka (see note 50 above).
56 The inscription does not specify the role of Jātavēdabhaṭṭa, whose name is second in the list of employees, but 
because his name appears between the names of two priests, and because the text shows a pattern of grouping 
functionaries with common roles, it is likely that he too was a priest.  Furthermore, where the suffix -bhaṭṭa is seen 
in Hoysaḷa-period records, it is most commonly linked to the name of a priest.
57 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, ll. 28-29.
of the temple’s sanctums.  Among the decorators that immediately follow the list of priests, the 
third is again said to serve Gōpāladēva.  The first two decorators to be named are not explicitly 
associated with any particular deities, but they probably served Kēdārēśvara and Sarasvatī, 
respectively.58  
 Although the inscription’s text does not name Sarasvatī in association with its list of 
temple functionaries, elsewhere it verifies that Sarasvatī was present within the temple.  Among 
the details allotting funds for specific festivals, it is stated that 1½ ma59 was to be reserved for the 
worship of Sarasvatī on the festival of Mahānavi.60  Gōpāladēva was honored during the festivals 
of Prathamēkādasi, Uthānadēkādasi, and Bīyēkādasi, for which 7½ ma were reserved in total, 
and Kēdārēśvara would have been the focus of Śivarātre, for which an entire gadyāṇa was to be 
reserved annually.61  The relative amounts spent on these festivals also point to Śiva’s primacy 
within the temple, though even greater funds were reserved for other festivals that were not 
focused on one particular deity.62
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58 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, ll. 29-30. 
59 In this part of the inscription, the abbreviation ma seems to replace pa (paṇa) for the subunit of the gadyāṇa (abbr. 
ga).  Its relative value seems to have been 1/10 of a gadyāṇa, since the amount allocated for amṛtapaḍi (food 
offerings) was 2 ma daily, amounting to 72 ga annually [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, l. 19 or trans. p. 720].  Assuming a 
360-day year (with twelve 30-day months), 2 ma daily would cost 720 ma annually (if 720 ma = 72 ga, then 10 ma 
= 1 ga).  This is the same relative value of the paṇa to the gadyāṇa (see Appadorai 1936/1990, vol. II, p. 710; 
Kuppuswamy 1975, p. 145).
60 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, ll. 25-26.  Mahānavi is surely the Mahānavami that was famously celebrated at Vijayanagara 
during the 14th–16th centuries, and which provides the occasion for what is possibly present-day Karnāṭaka’s largest 
cultural event, now held in Mysore.  Known more commonly today as Dasara or Navarātri, the festival honors the 
Goddess in several of her forms over a period of nine nights (nava-rātri).  How the festival was observed during the 
Hoysaḷa period is not known at present.  Although it may not yet have been the elaborate spectacle witnessed at 
Vijayanagara (see Stein 1983/1984, esp. pp. 311-316), it would be worth researching whether and to what degree the 
Hoysaḷa-period rituals constituted a precedent for Vijayanagara-period Mahānavami.
61 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, l. 25 for Gōpāladēva’s festivals, l. 22 for Śivarātre. 
62 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, from ll. 22-27. 
 Kēdārēśvara, Gōpāladēva, and Sarasvatī are the first three deities to be named in the list 
of funds that follow the heading “daily and occasional festivals” (nitya-naimittika-
parvaṃgaḷa).63  The inscription, however, also names Benaka (another name for Gaṇēśa), 
Lakṣmī-Narasiṃha, and Śani.64  These gods must have occupied secondary shrines within the 
temple or on its grounds,65 for materials from the doorways of the three garbha-gṛhas identify 
the sanctums’ occupants as Śiva (Kēdārēśvara), Kṛṣṇa/Gōpāladēva, and Sarasvatī.  These 
materials are now dispersed, but by considering them together it is possible to reconstruct the 
doorways as they once stood within the temple.  For each doorway, every part that contributed to 
the whole expressed an association with the deity to which that doorway led.  Viewed from the 
space of the raṅga-maṇḍapa, the doorways created a visual frame for their deities, reinforcing 
the place of each god and goddess within its respective sanctum.
 Each doorway consists of three basic compositional sections: two lintels, stacked one 
upon the other, and a pair of doorjambs that together form the third component.  Today, this 
arrangement is seen in the doorway of the western garbha-gṛha (facing onto its antarāla; fig. 
5.11), and in reconstructed form in the doorway of the southern garbha-gṛha (directly facing the 
raṅga-maṇḍapa; fig. 5.12).66  The doorway that leads from the raṅga-maṇḍapa to the antarāla 
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63 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, l. 22.
64 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309, ll. 26, 30 (for Benaka, named in association with the festival on the fourth day of Bhādrapada 
and in association with a decorator); l. 34 (for yōgamūrtti Lakṣmī-Narasiṃha; named in association with a priest, 
ārādhakari), and l. 21 (for Śani, named in the context of daily services).  
65 Benaka almost certainly would have occupied the southwestern subsidiary shrine of the raṅga-maṇḍapa’s western 
wall, Gaṇēśa’s usual place within Śaiva temples.  Lakṣmī-Narasiṃha may have occupied another subsidiary shrine 
within the raṅga-maṇḍapa.  The inauspicious planetary god Śani (Saturn), whose worship is usually propitiatory, is 
more difficult to place, as his image and name are extremely rare in Hoysaḷa-period temples and inscriptions.  He 
too may have occupied a place within the temple, but considering his inauspicious nature it is possible that he was 
instead installed in a separate shrine built on the temple’s grounds.
66 The lower lintel now seen in the southern sanctum’s doorway differs dramatically from the others and appears to 
have been brought from another temple.  See pp. 222-223 below.
of the western sanctum displays two lintels above plain slabs that replace its original doorjambs 
(fig. 5.13), and the doorway leading into the northern garbha-gṛha (directly from the raṅga-
maṇḍapa) has been completely stripped away (fig. 5.14).  Other materials from the Kēdārēśvara 
temple’s interior door frames include two lintels and a pair of doorjambs now at the National 
Museum of Denmark in Copenhagen (figs. 5.21, 5.22, 5.29),67 and a lintel at the Indian Museum 
in Kolkata (fig. 5.15).68  The Copenhagen materials were obtained by Eduard Løventhal in 1897 
from the District Headquarters of Hassan, where they had been brought earlier from Haḷēbīḍ.69  
The accession of the Kolkata lintel is recorded in an entry dated 30 May 1912 within the 
“Register of Presentations to the Archaeological Section, Indian Museum,” with a provenance of 
“Hallebid Kedāreśvar temple, Maisur State.” 70  As we will see, the stylistic unity of the doorway 
elements further confirms that they were made as a unified group, all belonging to the 
Kēdārēśvara temple.
 The western garbha-gṛha’s doorway (fig. 5.11), which faces the space of the antarāla 
that precedes it, differs in design from the temple’s other interior doorways.  Most notably, its 
upper lintel bears a series of kūṭas (tower images), schematically represented in the Vēsara and 
Bhūmija modes and interspersed with rearing yālis,71 rather than the images of deities and 
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67 National Museum of Denmark acc. no. Da.665.  For a photographs of all the doorway elements and additional 
details, see Settar 1975a, Pls. IX–XVII.
68 Indian Museum acc. no. N.S.2243 / A25238.  
69 Løventhal wrote of the materials in two letters to the Director of the National Museum, dated 21 Oct. 1895 and 26 
March 1897.  In the first, he reported that the Deputy Commissioner had informed him that the sculptures in Hassan 
had previously been transfered from Haḷēbīḍ by a British official.  In the second, he alluded to his earlier mention of 
the Hassan materials and reported that he had finally obtained permission to acquire the elements of the doorway.  
Thomsen (1941, pp. 44-46) quotes (in translation) part of the first letter and mentions the second.  See also Settar 
1975a, p. 31.
70 The donor is recorded as the Government of India.  I have not been able to trace further details about the lintel’s 
removal from the temple.
71 See chapters 1 and 3 for discussion on the Vēsara and Bhūmija modes of temple architecture.
makaras of the upper lintels facing onto the raṅga-maṇḍapa, which I will soon discuss.  Its 
lower lintel is also simpler than those of its counterparts seen from the maṇḍapa, with simple 
moldings in place of figural imagery.  The jambs bear more similarity to those of the other 
doorways, but the crowns of their dvārapālas (door guardians) are contained within the arched 
vine that frames them, whereas the crowns of the other guardian figures extend beyond their 
respective frames (see figs. 5.27, 5.28).  The western garbha-gṛha’s doorway may be earlier than 
the temple’s other doorways; because it opens onto the principal sanctum of the temple, it is 
possible that it would have been the first of the interior doorways to be carved.72
 The doorways that faced directly onto the raṅga-maṇḍapa share the same basic design 
with one another, each one varied to indicate the deity to which it was connected.  Three makara-
tōraṇa lintels from the Kēdārēśvara temple (figs. 5.15–5.17) would have been placed above the 
three maṇḍapa-facing doorways, in the uppermost position of the doorway’s compositional 
elements.73  Each of the three makara-tōraṇa lintels features a deity at its center, framed by an 
arched, kīrtimukha-topped vine and accompanied by smaller attendants and devotees, all carved 
within a slightly projecting section of the slab.  Smaller deities framed in arched vines flank the 
central composition, and the remaining surface is primarily occupied by two large makaras, the 
curling, voluminous tails of which extend to the edges of the stone.  One of the temple’s makara-
tōraṇa lintels, now in Kolkata (Indian Museum acc. no. N.S.2243 / A2523), features a central 
image of Vēṇugōpāla, Kṛṣṇa as cowherd (gō-pāla) playing his flute (vēṇu), flanked by human 
and bovine devotees who look upon him in adoration (figs. 5.15, 5.18).  A second, which remains 
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72  M.H. Krishna proposed a similar hypothesis for the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, where notable stylistic differences exist 
between the doorways leading directly to the two garbha-gṛhas and those leading from the raṅga-maṇḍapas to each 
antarāla (MAR 1930, p. 36).  
73 We have already seen makara-tōraṇas above the doorways of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple (see pp. 79, 132, figs. 3.14, 
3.48, 3.49).
within the temple as part of the southern garbha-gṛha’s doorway, features a six-armed dancing 
Sarasavatī, holding a book, noose, vīṇā (a stringed instrument associated with Sarasvatī), rosary, 
and goad, with the lower right hand gesturing downward (figs. 5.16, 5.19).  The third makara-
tōraṇa lintel, found above the western antarāla doorway within the temple, features an eight-
armed Śiva, also engaged in an energetic dance, holding a sword, triśula (trident), drum, and 
other attributes (figs. 5.17, 5.20).74  
 The lower lintel of each doorway (figs. 5.21–5.23) similarly features the image of its 
respective sanctum’s deity in a slightly projecting central section, along with a few smaller 
attendant figures.  On either side of the central group, the remaining surface of the lintel consists 
of two horizontal bands populated by a multitude of figures engaged in dancing and drumming, 
presumably in honor of the deity they flank.  Two of these lintels are now in Copenhagen, at the 
National Museum of Denmark.75  At the center of one is an image of Kāḷiyadamana, Kṛṣṇa 
dancing on the head of the conquered snake demon Kāḷiya (figs. 5.21, 5.24).  Smaller nāga 
(snake) figures with anthropomorphic faces and torsos flank Kṛṣṇa, using their human hands to 
gesture with devotion to the lord who has subdued their leader.  Attendant figures stand next to 
them, under the shared canopies of the two schematically Bhūmija kūṭas that frame the central 
section, and closer to Kṛṣṇa, Viṣṇu’s man-eagle mount, Garuḍa, kneels in devotion along with an 
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74 Whereas the Vēṇugōpāla and Sarasvatī lintels are made of a single slab of stone, the makara-tōraṇa featuring Śiva 
appears to consist of more than one piece of stone, with the central figural section carved separately on a lighter 
colored schist than that which bears the makaras at its sides.  The reason for this is unclear, but one possible 
explanation could be that this lintel was the first of the three to be produced, and its design was altered as the artist 
was carving it.
75 Both are components of acc. no. Da.665, which also includes a pair of doorjambs (see below) and a plain 
threshold stone.
additional figure.76  The other Copenhagen lintel features a four-armed image of Sarasvatī 
engaged in a lively dance (figs. 5.22, 5.25).  She holds a noose in her upper left hand and a goad 
in her upper right, while her two lower hands support the vīṇā.  Smaller figures accompany the 
goddess, some beating drums to the rhythm of her dance, while others stand in attendance under 
Bhūmija kūṭas similar to those of the Kāḷiyadamana lintel.  The third of these lintels remains 
within the temple, below the makara-tōraṇa of the western antarāla’s doorway (figs. 5.23, 5.26).  
At its center is an eight-armed dancing Śiva, holding similar attributes to the image seen above 
and accompanied by two devotees at his feet, along with a group of celestial drummers above.77
 The sectarian imagery of the lintels extends to each pair of doorjambs, which were made 
both to support the lintels and to frame the deity installed within the sanctums to which they led.  
At the base of each jamb is a four-armed dvārapāla, profusely adorned with intricately sculpted 
jewelry, flanked by smaller female cauri-bearers, and holding a protective mace along with 
attributes associated with the respective deity it guards.  One pair of dvārapālas, now found 
within the doorway to the temple’s southern sanctum, hold the Vaiṣṇava attributes of the discus, 
conch shell, and lotus; even the mace, common to all door guardians, also has specific 
associations with Viṣṇu (figs. 5.12, 5.27).  These doorjambs would have been paired with the two 
lintels bearing images of Kṛṣṇa: the makara-tōraṇa with Vēṇugōpāla and the lower lintel with 
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76 Settar (1975a, p. 41) has argued that this lintel, along with doorjambs bearing Vaiṣṇava imagery, which are now 
found in the doorway of the temple’s southern sanctum (see below), came from a different Kṛṣna temple, built near 
the Kēdārēśvara temple by one of Ballāḷa II’s queens.  His claim regarding the patronage of such a Kṛṣṇa temple 
seems to be based upon a Hoysaḷa inscription from Śrīraṅgam, the Tamiḻ pilgrimage site, which appears to refer to a 
Kṛṣṇa temple built by queen Umādēvi of Ballāḷa II at Dōrasamudra (ARE 1937, no. 69; cited by Settar 1975a, p. 36, 
n. 40).  No trace of such a temple remains, however, and since the Vaiṣṇava doorway components match the size and 
style of the other materials from the Kēdārēśvara temple it is more likely that they were made for the Kēdārēśvara 
temple itself.
77 In contrast to the other two lintels of this type, both of which include Bhūmija kūṭas near their central deities, this 
Śiva lintel bears no architectural imagery.  Perhaps, as I suggested for the Śaiva makara-tōraṇa lintel, this lintel was 
also made earlier than the other two.
Kāḷiyadamana.  A second pair of doorjambs is now in Copenhagen, together with the lintels we 
have already seen (figs. 5.28, 5.29).  Along with the mace, their guardian figures hold a rosary, 
noose, and goad, all of which are attributes of Sarasvatī.  I have not been able to trace the jambs 
of the doorway leading into the western antarāla, but surely their dvārapālas would have held 
Śaiva attributes.  Like the dvārapālas of the western garbha-gṛha’s doorway (facing into the 
antarāla), they may have carried a drum, triśūla, and rosary, along with the mace carried by all 
dvārapālas.  
 Above the guardian figures, the remaining part of each jamb consists of vertical bands 
articulated with different patterns: along with two central pilasters in high relief, various motifs 
carved in lower relief stretch from the figural base to the top of the jamb, framing the doorway’s 
opening with vines, lotus petals, and other floral and geometric imagery.  The moldings of the 
doorjambs on which each pattern is carved correspond to the contours of the lower lintels they 
would have supported.78  This is the pattern seen in the doorways that led directly into each 
garbha-gṛha, but those of the western antarāla doorway — which are now replaced by plain 
slabs of stone, probably inserted during restoration (fig. 5.13) — may instead have been cut in 
open jāli-work, as is commonly seen in other temples’ antarāla doorways.
 Among the doorway components from the Kēdārēśvara temple’s raṅga-maṇḍapa, then, 
we can piece together complete doorways associated with Kṛṣṇa (figs. 5.15, 5.21, 5.27) and 
Sarasvatī (figs. 5.16, 5.22, 5.28, 5.29), and we have a pair of lintels associated with Śiva (figs. 
5.17, 5.23).  These materials, which once framed the entrances into each of the three sanctums 
(or to the intermediary space of the antarāla, in the case of the western side), identify the three 
principal deities of the temple.  With the removal of some doorway elements and the 
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78 A photograph of the reassembled Sarasvatī doorjambs and lower lintel in Copenhagen illustrates this principle 
particularly well (see Settar 1975a, Pl. IX).  See also the intact doorway of the western garbha-gṛha (fig. 5.11).
rearrangement of others during the temple’s early 20th-century restoration, today only the pair of 
Śiva lintels above the doorway leading to the western antarāla are consistent with the liṅga 
enshrined in the sanctum they precede.79  
 In contrast to the consistency seen for the western Śaiva sanctum and antarāla, the 
doorways of the northern and southern garbha-gṛhas have been altered significantly, their parts 
either removed from the temple or scrambled within it.  Whereas the opening that leads into the 
northern sanctum is devoid of any framing materials, save the pillars that flank every sanctum’s 
doorway (fig. 5.14), the doorway of the southern sanctum consists of components that 
collectively display the signs of all three deities under discussion: Vaiṣṇava dvārapālas stand 
guard at its doorjambs, Śiva dances at the center of its lower lintel, and Sarasvatī moves to the 
sound of her vīṇā in its upper makara lintel (fig. 5.12).  The lower lintel of the southern 
sanctum’s doorway, moreover, appears to have originated from another temple entirely, as it does 
not match the conventions seen in the Kēdārēśvara temple’s other lintels: three rows of figures 
flank the central image, instead of two; its contours differ from those of the other lower lintels 
and do not match the undulations of the jambs that support it; its central image of Śiva occupies 
only the upper area of the central section (a second image was once carved under this Śiva but 
has been hacked away); and the color of the stone is darker than that used for the other parts of 
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79 The doorway of the western garbha-gṛha, which appears to remain intact, also maintains consistency with the 
liṅga; its lower lintel features an image of Śiva in dance (fig. 5.11).  The carving of the image, however, was never 
finished to the degree of the other lintels’ images and remains only roughed out.
the doorway.80  Considering the problems presented by these rearrangements of elements from 
the northern and southern garbha-gṛhas, we must look beyond the doorways to determine the 
respective sanctums of Kṛṣṇa/Gōpāladēva and Sarasvatī.
Kṛṣṇa/Gōpāladēva and Sarasvatī within the Kēdārēśvara Temple
 The altered doorways are not the only materials associated with the northern and southern 
sanctums of the Kēdārēśvara temple; although their devotional images no longer inhabit the 
temple, each garbha-gṛha contains a pīṭha (pedestal) for such an image.  Most useful for the 
purposes of identifying the divine inhabitant of each sanctum is the pīṭha within the southern 
garbha-gṛha, which bears an image of a haṃsa (goose) (figs. 5.30, 5.31).  As this bird is the 
vāhana (vehicle) of Sarasvatī, it appears that the goddess was enshrined within the temple’s 
southern sanctum, while Kṛṣṇa occupied the northern sanctum.  The pīṭha within the northern 
sanctum contains no identifying marks (fig. 5.32), however, and it may not be original to the 
temple.  Whereas the outline of the haṃsa pīṭha matches the zigzag corners of the base on which 
it sits, the unmarked pīṭha does not correspond to the similarly shaped base on the floor of the 
northern garbha-gṛha.  The pīṭha that originally stood within the northern sanctum may have 
been replaced by this pedestal at some point in time; considering the consistency in design that 
we see in Kṛṣṇa’s and Sarasvatī’s doorways, it seems surprising not to see a similar consistency 
in their pīṭhas. Moreover, most Viṣṇu or Kṛṣṇa images of the Hoysaḷa period are supported on a 
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80 This lintel may have come from the Nagarēśvara site, for in his 1930 report on the Nagarēśvara ruin, M.H. 
Krishna wrote: “The doorway of the garbhagṛiha which is said to have been standing a generation ago is stated to 
have been removed to the Kêdârêśvara temple” (MAR 1930, p. 50).  He has nothing more to say on the matter, 
however, nor does he cite the source of this information.  If an entire doorway was indeed transfered from the 
Nagarēśvara site to the Kēdārēśvara temple during the restoration of the latter, it is possible that only one lintel was 
actually used; none of the other doorway materials remaining within the Kēdārēśvara temple seem to come from 
another temple.  The remaining parts of the Nagarēśvara-site doorway were probably eventually transfered to 
Haḷēbīḍ’s ASI museum, the collection of which contains a number of miscellaneous architectural elements.
pīṭha that resembles the one in the southern sanctum, featuring an image of Viṣṇu’s man-eagle, 
Garuḍa, rather than the image of a haṃsa to represent the vāhana of the deity.  I have not yet 
been able to locate the northern sanctum’s pīṭha or the image it once supported.  Given the Kṛṣṇa 
imagery of the Vaiṣṇava doorway and the inscription’s reference to Gōpāladēva, however, the 
image may have been Vēṇugōpāla, the aspect of Kṛṣṇa represented in the upper makara lintel 
and the most common choice among devotional images of Kṛṣṇa from the Hoysaḷa period.  
 More information is available for the Sarasvatī image that once sat upon the southern 
sanctum’s pīṭha, framed by the doorway that displays her imagery.  Today, the sculpted image of 
the seated goddess that once occupied the Kēdārēśvara temple’s southern sanctum is found at the 
Indian Museum in Kolkata (fig. 5.33).81  According to the museum’s records, like the 
Vēṇugōpāla lintel the sculpture originated from the “Hallebid Kedāreśvar temple, Maisur State,” 
and was donated to the museum by the Government of India.82  Measuring approximately 126.4 
cm. in height and 74.3 cm. in width, the sculpture is too large for any of the Kēdārēśvara 
temple’s subsidiary shrines but proportionally it fits well within the temple’s garbha-gṛhas.  
Moreover, the shape of the sculpture’s base corresponds with that of the pīṭha within the 
temple’s southern garbha-gṛha, the top of which has a slightly raised rectilinear area with curved 
frontal corners (fig. 5.30).  The four-armed goddess sits in padmāsana (lotus position) on a 
double-lotus pedestal, framed by a prabhāvalī containing three concentric layers of vine and 
floral motifs, with a kīrtimukha at its apex.  Bedecked with a tall crown and the abundant jewelry 
typical of divine images from Hoysaḷa-period temples, the mastery with which her peaceful face, 
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81 Indian Museum acc. no. N.S.2244 / A25239.
82 The accession information is recored in the “Register of Presentations to the Archaeological Section, Indian 
Museum,” in an entry dated 30 May 1912, the same date as the entry recording the accession of the Vēṇugōpāla 
lintel.
smooth skin, and intricate adornments were carved still prevails over the damage that now marks 
areas of the sculpture’s face, torso, and limbs.  The lower right hand is now missing, but the three 
remaining hands hold common attributes of Sarasvatī: a book (lower left), noose (upper left), and 
goad (upper right).  The missing fourth hand may have held a rosary, another attribute of 
Sarasvatī commonly seen in the iconography of her Hoysaḷa-period images, which we see in the 
image at the center of her makara lintel and in the hands of her dvārapālas (figs. 5.19, 5.25, 
5.28).  
 An even more precise point of correspondence between the design of Sarasvatī’s 
devotional image and that of her doorway is found in a comparison between the prabhāvalī of 
the goddess and the arched vine that surrounds her image within the makara lintel.  Both are 
capped with kīrtimukhas and feature a principal layer of curving stalks that terminate in lotus 
buds, with an inner layer consisting of alternating circular and diamond-shaped blossom motifs 
(figs. 5.19, 5.33).  The foliage and the crowning kīrtimukha imagery of the principal layer frames 
many Hoysaḷa-period images, but the motif of the inner layer is far less common.  It is striking 
that this motif is repeated in both the prabhāvalī of the devotional image and in the prabāvalī-
like arch surrounding the goddess in the makara lintel, and its appearance in both underscores 
the connection between the two pieces.  The makara lintel featuring Kṛṣṇa-Vēṇugōpāla exhibits 
a different motif within the corresponding inner layer of its central arched vine, featuring clusters 
of pendant flower buds (fig. 5.18).  The prabhāvalī of the image once installed within the 
temple’s northern sanctum may have featured a similar motif, and comparing its inner layer to 
that of the makara lintel’s arched vine may one day help to identify the Kēdārēśvara temple’s 
third major devotional image.
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 The removal and rearrangement of many elements from the northern and southern 
garbha-gṛhas may raise concerns about whether it is possible to conclude that Sarasvatī’s pīṭha 
remains in its original position, but a comparison with the deities of other multi-shrined Śaiva 
temples suggests that indeed, Sarasvatī inhabited the southern sanctum of Dōrasamudra’s 
Kēdārēśvara temple, while Viṣṇu/Kṛṣṇa/Gōpāladēva occupied the opposite sanctum to the 
north.83  Many multi-sanctum Śaiva temples built in Karṇāṭaka during the Later Cāḷukya and 
Hoysaḷa periods enshrine some form of Viṣṇu in a northern garbha-gṛha, and a number of 
single-sanctum Śaiva temples place an image of Viṣṇu in a subsidiary shrine on the northern side 
of the raṅga-maṇḍapa.84  Among the trikūṭa Śaiva temples that enshrine Viṣṇu within the 
northern sanctum, the dedication of the southern sanctum varies.85  Sarasvatī often has a place on 
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83 Practical considerations also favor the conclusion that Sarasvatī’s pīṭha remains in its original position.  Unlike 
other heavy objects moved by restoration workers, the pīṭha is not part of the structure of the temple and could have 
remained in place while the building fell into ruin and was reconstructed around it.  The pīṭha’s centered position on 
the lower base also suggests that it has not been moved, for it is unlikely that its shape would correspond as evenly 
with the with zigzag corners of the base, had the pīṭha been shifted from another location.
84 In the course of my fieldwork I have found that the enshrinement of some form of Viṣṇu on the northern side of 
Śaiva temples built in Karṇāṭaka between the 11th and 13th centuries is extremely common.  Settar (1992, vol. 1, p. 
194) provides a list of deities installed in trikūṭa Śaiva temples, the majority of which include an image of Viṣṇu (the 
list does not include the Dōrasamudra/Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple).  Because of variations in the temples’ 
orientations, Settar does not indicate the cardinal direction associated with each deity; among the temples in his list 
that I have visited, however, Viṣṇu is placed in the northern garbha-gṛha.  Likewise, Settar’s list of dvikūṭa temples 
enshrining both Śiva and Viṣṇu (1992, vol. 1, p. 186) does not indicate the orientation of each god, but the majority 
of temples in this list enshrine Viṣṇu in a northern garbha-gṛha and a liṅga in a western garbha-gṛha.  See also 
Filliozat 2001, pp. 33ff.
85 See Settar 1992, vol. 1, p. 194; among the trikūṭa Śaiva temples Settar lists, Sūrya appears to dominate the third 
sanctum (with liṅga and Viṣṇu occupying the western and northern, respectively), but several of these house Sūrya 
in an eastern (not a southern) sanctum.  Other temples house Sūrya in a separate exterior shrine that faces the main 
liṅga, as in the southern half of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple.  Vasundhara Filliozat highlights the presence of Viṣṇu in 
many of the multi-shrined Kāḷāmukha Śaiva temples in northern Karṇāṭaka’s Hāvēri Dt. that her study covers, but 
she overemphasizes the presence of Sūyra or Brahmā in the sanctum opposite Viṣṇu (Filliozat 2001, p. 34).  As her 
ensuing descriptions of the temples and my fieldwork both indicate, within trīkūṭa temples that house Śiva and 
Viṣṇu, the deity installed in the third garbha-gṛha varies.  Sūrya and Brahmā are more commonly found in 
subsidiary shrines, if they have any presence at all within the temple.  For a discussion of the related Traipuruṣa 
tradition of temples that enshrine Śiva, Viṣṇu, and Brahmā together (often within one sanctum), see Sundara 1985.  
Sundara also notes that Sūrya (Āditya) sometimes replaces Brahmā within Triapuruṣa temples (p. 207).
the southern side of a Śaiva temple’s raṅga-maṇḍapa, but usually her image is found within a 
subsidiary shrine.86  As far as I am aware, the only other trikūṭa temple to have housed a form of 
Śiva in its western garbha-gṛha and Sarasvatī in its southern garbha-gṛha is the Harihara temple 
in Hariharapura (Hassan Dt.), which atypically enshrined the combined image of Śiva and Viṣṇu 
(Harihara) in its central western sanctum rather than a liṅga.87  
 Sarasvatī’s special prominence within Dōrasamudra’s Kēdārēśvara temple would seem to 
indicate that she was particularly meaningful to the patrons of the temple and the ritual 
community who worshiped there.  An earlier inscription from Dōrasamudra, recording the 
foundation of the Māṇikēśvara temple in 1136,88  points to a community within the Hoysaḷa 
capital for whom Sarasvatī indeed seems to have been especially important.  In praising the 
Kāḷāmukha lineage of ācāryas (preceptors, gurus) associated with that temple, the inscription 
mentions Sarasvatī no less than three times.  Calling the goddess by the name Vāṇī (“speech”), 
the text emphasizes each guru’s intimate relationship to her, and therefore to the qualities of 
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86 For instance, in the Hoysaḷa-period Mosaḷe Nāgēśvara, Kōravaṅgala Būcēśvara, and Agrahāra Beḷguḷi 
Kēśavēśvara temples (MAR 1933, pp. 37-41, 45-51; 1929, pp. 9-10), Sarasvatī is found in the southwestern corner of 
the raṅga-maṇḍapa, on the southern wall (the Mosaḷe Nāgēśvara and Agrahāra Beḷguḷi Kēśavēśvara also house 
images of Kēśava in the central shrines of their northern walls; the Kōravaṅgala Būcēśvara temple may have done so 
as well, but the sculptures found there now are post-Hoysaḷa).  Further north, the Nanditavare Īśvara temple 
(Dāvaṇgere Dt.; MAR 1937, pp. 64-68) enshrines Sarasvatī in the central subsidiary shrine of its southern wall and 
Kēśava in its northern garbha-gṛha.  
87 The enshrinement of Harihara within the principal sanctum suggests a stronger Vaiṣṇava component to the 
Hariharapura temple’s ritual life than may have been the case for temples enshrining a liṅga in the principal sanctum 
and a form of Viṣṇu in a second sanctum.  Śiva’s predominance is suggested, however, by his representation on the 
proper right side of the image, while Viṣṇu is manifested on the left.  The northern sanctum of the Hariharapura 
Harihara temple contained an image of Viṣṇu as Raṅganātha, reclining on the cosmic serpent Śēṣa.  All three 
devotional images from this temple’s garbha-gṛhas are now in Copenhagen.  See Settar 1975a, pp. 58-61, Plates 
XXVII (Raṅganātha, acc. no. Da.788), XXIX (Sarasvatī, Da.787), XXXVI (Harihara, Da.786).
88 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 328 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 117].  I have proposed in chapter 3 that the Māṇikēśvara temple was among 
the temples of the Nagarēśvara ruin.
knowledge that she embodies.89  Through another well-known name of the goddess, Sāradā (var. 
of Śāradā), Sarasvatī is also connected with the Māṇikēśvara temple’s patrons:  Among other 
praiseworthy qualities, these donors, the jewel merchants of the cities Dōrasamudra, Beluhūra, 
and Viṣṇusamudra, are said to be “obtainers of a boon from goddess Sāradā of Kasmīra.” 90  As 
we will soon see, Ballāḷa II seems to have cultivated a relationship with the Māṇikēśvara temple 
and its gurus, donating a village to its god on the day of his own coronation,91 and he plausibly 
would have chosen to involve the same order of Kāḷāmukha ācāryas from that temple in the 
Kēdārēśvara temple that he and his queen later sponsored.  
 The dedication of the southern garbha-gṛha to Sarasvatī in Dōrasamudra’s Kēdārēśvara 
temple may also have a connection to the Trikūṭēśvara temple in Gadag, a Kāḷāmukha institution 
with a separate southern shrine to Sarasvatī built during the late 11th or early 12th century (figs. 
5.34, 5.35).92  Ballāḷa II is known to have granted a village to the Gadag Trikūṭēśvara temple in 
1192,93 and he must have been familiar with its shrine to Sarasvatī and the devotional image for 
which it was built.  Nearly life-size, the seated goddess faces north towards the main temple and 
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89 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 328, ll. 17, 19, 20.  The English translation given in EC (NS) 9 (p. 734) renders the gurus’ 
relationships to Vāṇī as “greatly attached to —,” “master of —,” and “with command over—” the goddess, but the 
Kannaḍa vocabulary is less aggressive and implies more the relationship of a spouse or beloved (l. 17: 
vāṇīkāṃteyaṃ kūrisi “caused Vāṇī to be loved as a wife”; l. 19: vāṇīkāntanativinutanenisi “highly praised as the 
husband/lover of Vāṇī”; l. 20: vāṇimisupa “shining with Vāṇī”).
90 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 328, ll. 28-29 (kāsmīrasāradādēvīlabdhava/raprasādaruṃ).  Trans. from EC (NS) 9, p. 734.  For 
connections between Kaśmīr and Kāḷāmukha communities in Karṇāṭaka in the 11th–14th centuries, see Lorenzen 
1972/1991, pp. 105-106, 108-109, 114, 157, 161-164.  Notably, one connection to Kaśmīr is through a brāhmaṇa 
community known as the Sārasvatas (Lorenzen 1972/1991, p. 114).  The name Sārasvara appears in many Cāḷukya- 
and Hoysaḷa-period inscriptions, but the presence of this community in Dōrasamudra is uncertain, as is its precise 
relationship to the goddess Sarasvatī.
91 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 329 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 118] of 1173 C.E.
92 See Ritti 1985 for an inscription in praise of the architect Udega, who probably designed the shrine.  See Sundara 
1985 (p. 205) for comments on the Trikūṭēśvara temple compound.
93 EI VI (1900-1901), no. 10 (pp. 89-97); see also Fleet 1873 (IA II, pp. 296-303).  The inscription calls the city 
Kratuka, but other Hoysaḷa-period inscriptions use the name Gadag (see ch. 2, n. 39).
its east-facing liṅga.  Although damaged today, the exquisitely detailed sculpture still radiates a 
presence that must have seemed nothing short of divine when the image was fully intact.  
 The dedication of the southern sanctum of Dōrasamudra’s Kēdārēśvara temple to 
Sarasvatī, then, appears to have been motivated by the specific interests of the temple’s royal 
patrons and a particular Śaiva community within the Hoysaḷa capital.  Ācāryas from this 
community, the Parvatāvaḷi line of the Kāḷāmukha order, held positions of power at a number of 
temples within Karṇāṭaka between the 11th and 13th centuries, many of which were located on 
the northern frontiers of the Hoysaḷa kingdom.  One of these was the Gadag Trikūṭēśvara temple; 
another, which has even greater implications for a discussion of the Kēdārēśvara temple of 
Dōrasamudra, was the Kēdārēśvara temple of Baḷḷigāve.  Considering a range of political and 
devotional factors, in what remains of this chapter I will argue that the construction and 
dedication of Dōrasamudra’s Kēdārēśvara temple by Ballāḷa II and Abhinava-Kētaladēvi was 
part of a larger project to strengthen relationships with the Kāḷāmukha order, and that it aimed 
specifically to harness the power of that order’s gods and goddesses within the Hoysaḷa capital.
Bringing Kēdārēśvara to Dōrasamudra
Patronage Patterns of Ballāḷa II — Building Connections with the Kāḷāmukhas
 When Ballāḷa II came to the Hoysaḷa throne in 1173 C.E., he assumed power over a 
kingdom and capital with a continually growing number of temples.  His predecessors had 
provided financial support and other resources to many of the religious institutions in their 
territories, but direct sponsorship for the construction of a new temple was relatively uncommon 
for a king.  Viṣṇuvardhana’s establishment of the Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa temple at Bēlūr and the Kīrti-
Nārāyaṇa temple at Talakāḍu (both ca. 1117) are notable exceptions, and Ballāḷa II may have 
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looked to the example of his powerful grandfather in sponsoring temples to the extent he did.  
Both kings made grants to temples of a wide range of sectarian affiliations, including Jain, 
Vaiṣṇava, and Śaiva institutions, but whereas Viṣṇuvardhana seems only to have been directly 
involved in the construction of the two Vaiṣṇava temples at Bēlūr and Talakāḍu, Ballāḷa II 
founded both Śaiva and Vaiṣṇava temples.94  In addition to the Kēdārēśvara temple at 
Dōrasamudra, Ballāḷa founded three temples named for himself: the Vaiṣṇava Vīraballāḷa-Kēśava 
at Ammeḷe (today’s Ambaḷe, Chikmagalūr Tk.; 1178), the Śaiva Vīraballāḷēśvara at Arasiyakeṟe 
(Arasīkere; 1189), and the Śaiva Vaḷḷāḷīśvara at Maraiyūr (today’s Yeriyūr, Yeḷandūr Tk.; 
1196-97) in the culturally Tamiḻ region of southeastern Karṇāṭaka.95  
 By supporting and even building temples associated with different sectarian groups, 
Ballāḷa II was performing the fundamental kingly duty of providing for the well-being of his 
people.  The heterogeneous identities of royal grant recipients suggests that Ballāḷa and his 
predecessors accepted and affirmed a broad range of the religious traditions that existed within 
the Hoysaḷa kingdom, and that they were willing to support elite ritual institutions regardless of 
the specific philosophies and beliefs those institutions upheld.  In doing so, the Hoysaḷas would 
have maintained a broad base of support among the powerful religious leaders of their territories 
and among the populations who followed them — and, perhaps, among the various deities those 
institutions served.  The claim that the Hoysaḷa king had supported a particular temple, 
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94 Settar’s chapter, “Royal Patronage: Its Contents and Character,” provides a useful summary of Hoysaḷa royal 
patronage, organized by sectarian affiliation and by king.  He cites instances of patronage not only by the kings 
themselves, but also by other members of the court during each reign period.  See Settar 1992, vol. 1, ch. 2; 
regarding Viṣṇuvardhana and Ballāḷa II, see pp. 46-52, 58-65.
95 EC (NS) 11, Cm. 88-89 [EC (OS) VI, Cm. 21-22]; EC (NS) 10, Ak. 7 [MAR 1928, no. 10 / EC (OS) XV, Ak. 205] 
and EC (NS) 10, Ak. 16 [EC (OS) V, Ak. 93]; EC (NS) 4, Yl. 39 (MAR 1938, no. 71).  Settar cites these temples in 
his discussions of Ballāḷa II’s patronage (Settar 1992, vol. 1, pp. 52, 63).  Many of the inscriptions I will discus 
below are also referenced in Settar’s endnotes.
moreover, would have increased the merit and prestige of the king and his kingdom; conceivably, 
it also would have raised the prestige of the temple.
 Even within Ballāḷa II’s diversified patronage patterns, there are hints that the king was 
particularly inclined towards a sectarian organization that upheld a specific branch of Śaiva 
thought and ritual: the Kāḷāmukhas (also spelled Kālāmukha, Kālamukha).96  One indication that 
Ballāḷa II had a special interest in the Kāḷāmukha order is the record of a donation he made on 
the day of his coronation (paṭṭabaddhaṃvādalli), in 1173, to Dōrasamudra’s Māṇikēśvara 
temple.97  The significance of Ballāḷa II’s choice to make a donation — a tax-free grant of 
proceeds from the village Hiriya-Beḷugali — to the Kāḷāmukha Māṇikēśvara temple on the 
momentous occasion of his coronation cannot be underestimated, for one might have expected 
that he would have instead made such a grant to Hoysaḷēśvara, lord of the Hoysaḷa king.  No 
evidence for such a donation to Hoysaḷēśvara exists, however, and it would seem that Ballāḷa II 
passed over the temple carrying the royal name in favor of a temple that nearly forty years earlier 
had been built by and named for the “jewelers, young and old, of the merchant collective of the 
three royal cities, the great market towns of Dōrasamudra, Beluhūra, and Viṣṇusamudra.” 98  
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96 Sanderson (2006, p. 179) cites these alternative spellings, along with the synonymous Kālavaktra.  Both terms 
translate to “black face,” perhaps a reference to the black mark initiated members wore on their foreheads (Lorenzen 
1972/1991, p. 97).  Filliozat cites the Pampāmāhātmya’s alternative explanation of the word kalāmukha as 
“worshippers of the five faces of Sadāśiva which are associated with the Kalā…”; the kalās are associated with 
specific śaktis (feminine powers) of Śiva (Filliozat 2001, p. 9 and 2009, p. 223; the PM text is not dated; although 
Filliozat 2009 states that it belongs to the 8th or 9th century, she does not explain her reasons for this conclusion).  
Because the spelling Kāḷāmukha appears in Hoysaḷa inscriptions, I have chosen to use that variant of the word.
97 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 329 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 118].  Ballāḷa II’s inscription of 1173 is recorded on the same stele as the 
temple’s 1138 foundation inscription, in five lines engraved into the horizontal band that separates the sculptural 
imagery of the upper lunette from the rectilinear field of text below (Archaeological Museum, Haḷēbīḍ, acc. no. 
530).
98 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 328, from ll. 34-35 and ll. 38-39: śrīmanmahāpaṭṭaṇa dōrasamudra beluhūra viṣṇusamudrada 
yintī mūṟuṃ bīḍina maṇigāṟabāḷvriddhanakharaṃ .  Translation adapted from EC (NS) 9, p. 734.
 While the newly crowned king’s decision to grant a village to the Māṇikēśvara temple in 
honor of his accession to the throne might be cited as further evidence for the close ties between 
the Hoysaḷa court and the merchant groups that brought them the luxury and military goods they 
required,99 the temple’s institutional affiliation must have been at least as significant.  The 
foundation inscription of the Māṇikēśvara temple names a lineage of gurus stemming from one 
Īśānaśakti-paṇḍitadēva, who is praised for his association with and contribution to the 
Parvatāvaḷi branch of the Kāḷāmukhas.100  He seems to be the same individual as Īśānaśakti-
bratīndra, another name that appears at the beginning of the intellectual lineage.101  The record 
also speaks of “his daughter’s son, and by initiation his son [i.e., disciple], … Dēvēndra-
paṇḍita,” and of Dēvēndra’s father, Kalyāṇaśakti-paṇḍitadēva.102  The inscription does not say 
anything more about these Kāḷāmukha ācāryas, but the lines of text devoted to their praises are 
enough to signal their connection to the Māṇikēśvara temple.  Perhaps the youngest guru 
mentioned in the record, Dēvēndra-paṇḍita, was head of the temple; alternatively, his father, 
Kalyāṇaśakti-paṇḍitadēva, may have had the most direct connection to the Māṇikēśvara temple, 
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99 I have discussed merchant patronage of temples in the Hoysaḷa kingdom in chapter 3 above, in the context of the 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple.  Daud Ali’s work on two particular merchants’ patronage of temples during the reign of 
Ballāḷa II, which he argues show evidence for “a commensurable, and to a certain extent, composite culture between 
the realms of court and market” in the Hoysaḷa world, is especially relevant here (Ali 2010; quote p. 185).
100 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 328, ll. 16-17 (see also trans. p. 734).
101 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 328, l. 17.  The English translation in EC (NS) 9, p. 734, implies that Īśānaśakti-paṇḍitadēva and 
Īśānaśakti-bratīndra are two separate individuals, but the Kannaḍa seems to suggest that the two names refer to one 
and the same ācārya.  The passage between ll. 15-18, a distinct unit of text framed by double lines (||) on either end, 
includes both names but names no other individuals.  Moreover, the references to the maṭha, Kāḷāmukhas, and 
Parvatavaḷi, which the EC translation attaches to Īśānaśakti-paṇḍitadēva, are connected via case ending to 
Īśānaśakti-bratīndra.  Also suggestive of the identity of these two names is the lineage outlined in a related 
inscription {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 330 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 119], reign period of Ballāḷa II}, which names just one Īśānaśakti at 
the head of the lineage [see EC (NS) 9, p. 312 for a diagram of this lineage].
102 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 328, ll. 19-21.  The description I have quoted reads antavara magaḷa maganuṃ santatiyuṃ 
dīkṣkeyiṃdavenisida … dēvēndra / paṃḍitaṃ … (ll. 19-20).  (The ellipses are not breaks in the inscription but are 
further praises of Dēvēndra, which I have not quoted here.)  Kalyāṇaśakti-paṇḍitadēva, called dēvēṃdrārina-
janakaṃ, is described in ll. 20-21.
since he is the last to be named.  The lineage is praised again in the inscription of the merchant-
sponsored Nakarēśvara temple, which dates to Ballāḷa II’s reign period, and which also names a 
second guru in Dēvēndra’s generation, younger than him: one Īśānaśakti-bratīśa (not to be 
confused with the older Īśānaśakti-paṇḍitadēva/-bratīndra).103  Whatever roles each guru played 
for the Māṇikēśvara and Nakarēśvara temples, they appear to have constituted an important 
component of Dōrasamudra’s ritual life.  Although they may not have been the only Kāḷāmukhas 
in the city,104  they were perhaps the most prominent, considering their repeated mention in the 
inscriptional record and the attention they received from Ballāḷa II on the day of his coronation.
 Ballāḷa II was not the only one to commemorate his coronation with a generous gift to a 
Kāḷāmukha institution, for the foundation inscription of the Būcēśvara temple in Kōravaṅgala 
(fig. 3.23) states that Būcirāja, an accountant for the Hoysaḷa court, granted that temple to 
Dēvaśakti-paṇḍita of Dōrasamudra’s Kapila tīrtha, after having purchased land from 
Ballāḷadēva, on the day of the king’s “coronation festival (paṭṭạbaddhōtsā) and royal anointment 
(rājyābhiṣēka) in the capital of Dōrasamudra.” 105  The date of the inscription falls nine days after 
the date of Ballāḷa’s own grant to the Māṇikēśvara temple, probably due to a festival-period of 
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103 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 330 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 119], ll. 36-41 and genealogical tree, p. 312.
104 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 117 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 114], which records the foundation of the Gaḷagēśvara temple in 
Dōrasamudra by Gaḷageya-nāyaka in 1173 C.E., seems to name a different lineage of Kāḷāmukhas, which includes 
Rudraśakti-paṇḍita and Śivaśakti-paṇḍita.  Although the inscription does not explicitly name the Kāḷāmukhas, the 
gurus’ names, as discussed in n. 43 above, strongly suggest a Kāḷāmukha affiliation.  Further evidence for the 
Kāḷāmukha association of the names is found in several references to ascetics with the same names in Lorenzen’s 
study of the Kāḷāmukhas (for citations, see index in Lorenzen 1972/1991, pp. 211, 212).
105 EC (NS) 8, Hn. 128 [EC (OS) V, Hn. 71].  Quoted text from l. 26: dōrasamudradanelevīḍinoḷu rājyābhiṣēkada 
paṭṭạba(ṃ)ddhōtsā [translation adapted from EC (NS) 8, p. 650]; reference to Būcirāja’s purchase of land and 
donation of the temple (called “the place of Śrī Būcēśvara”: śrī-būcēśvara-sthānaṃ) to Dēvaśakti-paṇḍita of 
Dōrasamudra’s Kapila tīrtha ll. 55, 59-61.
several days for the enactment and celebration of the coronation.106  Būcirāja’s temple must have 
been in progress well before Ballāḷa’s coronation, but the coordination of its dedication with the 
rājyābhiṣekha of the new king seems to have been a deliberate move to create a ritual connection 
between Ballāḷa II and Kōravaṅgala’s Būcēśvara temple.  Furthermore, the association between 
Dēvaśakti-paṇḍita, to whom Būcirāja granted his temple, and the Kapila tīrtha of Dōrasamudra 
connects the temple to a lineage of gurus from the capital city of the Hoysaḷas.  The location of 
this Kapila tīrtha has yet to be identified, but Dēvaśakti-paṇḍita could be the same individual as 
the Dēvēndra-paṇḍita named in the Dōrasamudra Māṇikēśvara and Nakarēśvara temples’ 
inscriptions.  At the very least his name aligns him with other Kāḷāmukha gurus, as do the names 
of his grandson, Kalyāṇaśakti, and his grandson’s teacher, Vāmaśakti-dēva.107  The generous 
donations made to two Kāḷāmukha institutions on the occasion of Ballāḷa II’s coronation — 
Būcirāja’s foundation of the Koravaṅgala Būcēśvara temple and Ballāḷa’s own grant to 
Dōrasamudra’s Māṇikēśvara — must have served to strengthen the connection between Ballāḷa 
and Kāḷāmukha authorities.
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106 Būcirāja’s grant from Koravaṅgala is dated in the cyclic year Vijaya, Śrāvaṇa śu. 10 [21 July 1173 C.E.; EC (NS) 
8, p. 343].  Ballāḷa’s grant from Dōrasamudra is dated Vijaya, Śrāvaṇa śu. 1 [12 July 1173 C.E.; EC (NS) 9, p. 311].  
An inscription from Markuli adds another day to this coronation-festival period; dated Vijaya, Śravaṇa śu. 11 (22 
July 1173 C.E.), it records a grant Ballāḷa made to a Jain temple in the village Maṟikali, at the behest of a courtier 
(coincidentally, another Būcirāja/Būcaṇa), “at the time of making great gifts in the coronation festival” {EC (NS) 8, 
Hn. 174 [EC (OS) V, Hn. 119]; from ll. 57-58: paṭṭabandōtsa/vadōḷ-mahādānaṃgaḷaṃ māḍuttamirppa samayadoḷ}.  
This inscription also suggests that the new king made grants to a number of petitioners, for temples of a number of 
sectarian affiliations, at a certain time during his coronation festival.  Ballāḷa’s grant to Māṇikēśvara of Dōrasamudra 
stands out, however, for being a grant directly from the king to the temple, and for its earlier date in the time of 
coronation.
107 EC (NS) 8, Hn. 128, ll. 60-63 (trans. p. 651), names Dēvaśakti’s grandson and his teacher, as well as Dēvaśakti’s 
wife, Candave, and their eldest daughter, Cōkaladēvi, mother of Kalyāṇaśakti.  We have already seen the names 
Kalyāṇaśakti and Dēvēndra in EC (NS) 9, Bl. 328 and 330.  A glance at Lorenzen’s index (and a more thorough 
perusal of the citations) shows that Dēvaśakti, Kalyāṇaśakti, and Vāmaśakti were all common names among 
Kāḷāmukhas (Lorenzen 1972/1991, pp. 205, 207, 213).  In addition, Vāmaśakti was the name of two important gurus 
at the Baḷḷigāve Kēdārēśvara temple, which I will soon bring into the discussion (see Lorenzen 1972/1991, pp. 101, 
123-129; Settar 1999, pp. 71-75).
 This connection is further strengthened by several records associating Ballāḷa II with 
Kāḷāmukha temples throughout his reign.  Although Ballāḷa provided financial support to 
temples regardless of their sectarian affiliation, many of these donations were made at the behest 
of a subordinate who asked the king for supplemental support.  A significant number of the 
inscriptions describing an act of patronage initiated by Ballāḷa himself, however, explicitly 
identify the temple as being under Kāḷāmukha control.  An inscription from Arasīkere, for 
instance, records a grant made in 1183 by a large group of merchants and government officials 
headed by two accountants, under the order (besa) of Vīraballāḷadēva, to provide for a range of 
activities at that city’s Gojjēśvara temple.108  Notably, the recipient of the grant is identified as 
“Amitarāśi-paṇḍita, son of Dharmarāśi-paṇḍita who was a disciple of Trailōkyaśakti-paṇḍita of 
Lākuḷāgama-samaya and the Kāḷāmukha sect.” 109  Another grant made a few years later by a 
collective of citizens, also on the order of Ballāḷa II, went to the Jagatēśvara temple of Kaḷikaṭṭe 
(Kaṇikaṭṭe, Arasīkere Tk.), which had been built two generations earlier.110  This gift was made 
over to one Kalyāṇaśakti-paṇḍita (whose guru lineage indicates his difference from the 
Kalyāṇaśakti-paṇḍitas we have seen so far), said to be the disciple of Śivaśakti-dēva, who was 
himself the disciple of Nāgarāsipaṇḍita, whose many epithets include “one who is bound to the 
Kāḷāmukhas” (kāḷāmukha-pratibaddharuṃ).111  The Vīraballāḷēśvara temple founded by the king 
at Arasiyakeṟe in 1189 also appears to have been led by a Kāḷāmukha guru; although the 
foundation inscription does not explicitly state the temple’s sectarian affiliation, the name of the 
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108 EC (NS) 10, Ak. 6 (MAR 1928, no. 9).  The details of the grant, including the statement of Vīra-Ballāḷa’s order, 
are found in ll. 59-70 (trans. p. 599).
109 EC (NS) 10, Ak. 6, from ll. 64-66, trans. p. 599.
110 EC (NS) 10, Ak. 88 [EC (OS) V, Ak. 48]; the details of the date are inconsistent, but it falls during the reign of 
Ballāḷa II, possibly in 1189 C.E. [EC (NS) 10, p. 113].  The details of the grant are found in ll. 52-63 (trans. p. 640).
111 EC (NS) 10, Ak. 88, ll. 57-59 (trans. p. 640).
guru to whom Ballāḷa II granted the temple, Kriyāśakti-paṇḍita, is commonly found in known 
Kāḷāmukha inscriptions.112 
The Kāḷāmukha Kēdārēśvara Temple of Baḷḷigāve
 Ballāḷa II’s documented interest in constructing and making grants to temples with 
Kāḷāmukha leadership has significant implications for the Kēdārēśvara temple he built, together 
with his queen Abhinava-Kētaladēvi, in Dōrasamudra.  The possibility of the temple’s 
association with a Kāḷāmukha community is further substantiated upon the consideration of 
another institution with the same name, the Kēdārēśvara temple of Baḷḷigāve (ca. late 11th – 
early 12th century; figs. 5.36–5.38; see map 2).113  This temple was a major center for a 
prominent branch of the Kāḷāmukha order, known as the Mūvara-kōṇeya-saṃtati, a subset of the 
Parvatāvaḷi line of the Śakti-pariṣe114— notably, the same line we have seen in Dōrasamudra’s 
Māṇikēśvara temple.115  Because of the temples’ identical names and the prominence of the 
Baḷḷigāve Kēdārēśvara temple during the 12th and 13th centuries, B.L. Rice, S. Srikantaiya, and 
William Coelho each briefly suggested that the Dōrasamudra Kēdārēśvara temple was built in 
response to its earlier counterpart at Baḷḷigāve.116  Rice further noted that an inscription from 
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112 EC (NS) 10, Ak. 7, ll. 50-51.  In his study of the Kāḷāmukhas, Lorenzen notes, “The names Jñānaśakti and 
Kriyāśakti, which are frequently adopted by Kālāmukha ascetics, are also technical terms for various mystic powers 
in Pāśupata texts” (Lorenzen 1972/1991, pp. 107-108; the term Pāśupata refers to another related form of Śaiva 
philosophy and practice).  Throughout his discussion, Lorenzen also cites several individual ascetics named 
Kriyāśakti, named in 12th-13th-century records (Lorenzen 1975/1991 pp. 101, 122-3, 131, 136, 149-152).
113 The earliest inscriptional reference to Baḷḷigāve’s Kēdārēśvara temple is in a grant dating to 1103 C.E. [EC (OS) 
VII, Sk. 98].  For more on the development of the Baḷḷigāve Kēdārēśvara temple, see Settar 1999, pp. 71-72.  
114 For more on the Kāḷāmukhas at Baḷḷigāve and its Kēdārēśvara temple, see Lorenzen 1972/1991, chs. 4-5 (pp. 97 
ff.) and Settar 1999, pp. 69-77.
115 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 328.
116 Rice in introduction to EC (OS) V (1902), p. xxxviii; Srikantaiya 1918, p. 198; Coelho 1950, p. 302.
Bandaḷike, located about 10 km. north of Baḷḷigāve, suggests that Abhinava-Kētaladēvi came 
from the region, but he makes no further comment on the matter.117  The idea that the 
Kēdārēśvara temple of Baḷḷigāve provided the inspiration for the Kēdārēśvara temple of 
Dōrasamudra was apparently simple enough for the three authors, each of whom stated the claim 
in a single sentence before moving onto another issue.  Yet although it may be not be difficult to 
see the potential for a connection between the Kēdārēśvara temples of two cities that were 
culturally linked during the Hoysaḷa period, the evidence for and implications of such a 
connection are worth exploring further.  Doing so, moreover, enriches our understanding of 
Dōrasamudra’s Kēdārēśvara temple and its place in the social, ritual, and political life of the 
Hoysaḷa capital.
 When Ballāḷa II and Abhinava-Kētaladēvi commissioned their Kēdārēśvara temple, 
connections between the Hoysaḷas and the city of Baḷḷigāve were already well established.  
Baḷḷigāve was a provincial capital in the Banavāse-12,000 region by the early 11th century, 
several decades before Dōrasamudra rose to prominence as capital of the Hoysaḷa kingdom.  
Politically, it passed through the hands of the Cāḷukyas, later Kadambas, Kaḷacūryas, Hoysaḷas, 
and Sēuṇas (Dēvagiri Yādavas) between the 11th and 13th centuries, which, judging from the 
surviving inscriptional and archaeological records, was the city’s most active period.118  Located 
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117 The inscription to which Rice refers (ibid.) must be EC (OS) VII, Sk. 235, which records the establishment of a 
temple in 1207 C.E., and another grant in 1209 to the Brahmans associated with it, by the younger brother of 
Abhinava-Kētaladēvi.  The queen herself donated land to the temple in 1207, and she seems to have served as an 
intermediary of sorts between her brother in Bandaḷike and the Hoyaḷa king and capital.  Interestingly, in contrast to 
the Dōrasamudra Kēdārēśvara temple inscription of Nārasiṃha II and Padmaladēvi [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309], which 
specifically calls Abhinava-Kētaladēvi the “junior queen” (kiṟiyarasi) of Ballāḷa II, this Bandaḷike record calls her 
“crowned queen” (paṭṭadarasi), and refers to her as “Abhinava-Kētala-Mahādēvi.”  Evidently, she had more power 
in the eyes of her birth-family in Bandaḷike than she did in the eyes of her stepson and co-wife in the Hoysaḷa 
capital.
118 Settar 1999 discusses Baḷḷigāve and its religious institutions during this period.  Most of Baḷḷigāve’s inscriptions 
are published in EC (OS) VII, Sk. 87-170.  For citations of the remaining published inscriptions, see Settar 1999, p. 
80, n. 8.
north of the Hoysaḷas’ home territory in the foothills of the Western Ghaṭs, and about 150 km. 
northwest of Dōrasamudra, Baḷḷigāve thrived throughout most of the Hoysaḷa period and 
interactions with the city were important to the development of the Hoysaḷas’ own form of elite 
culture.  As I discussed in chapters 1 and 3, artists migrated from Baḷḷigāve to work on the 
earliest monumental temples of the Hoysaḷas.119  Many Hoysaḷa queens and governors also had 
ties to Baḷḷigāve, most famously Viṣṇuvardhana’s senior queen Śāntaladēvi, whose family 
members also appear in Hoysaḷa records as governors of various territories to the south and east 
of Dōrasamudra;120 as we have just seen, Ballāḷa II’s queen Abhinava-Kētaladēvi also seems to 
have come from the greater Baḷḷigāve area.
 The city was home to a religiously diverse population, which included Buddhists, Jains, 
Vaiṣṇavas, Śāktas, and Śaivas of various sectarian affiliations, but the Kāḷāmukhas appear to 
have been dominant (particularly during the 12th and 13th centuries), occupying a significant 
number of the city’s maṭhas and overseeing many of its temples.121  Baḷḷigāve’s Kēdārēśvara 
temple, which was located in the southern part of the city near the Tāvaregeṟe (“lotus tank”), was 
especially prominent; at least it garners a significant amount of attention within the surviving 
inscriptions produced in the city after the turn of the 12th century, as do the ascetics of the 
Kōḍiya maṭha that was attached to it.  In addition to serving as a headquarters for the Parvatāvaḷi 
line of the Śakti-pariṣe division of the Kāḷāmukhas, the temple appears to have been a pilgrimage 
site of sorts, for inscriptions call it “southern Kēdāra” or “southern Kēdārēśvara” (Dakṣiṇa-
 238
119 See Settar 1973, pp. 420-421, and 1992, vol. 1, pp. 98-99; Collyer 1990, pp. 70-72.
120 Settar 1992, vol. 1, pp. 58-59.
121 See Settar 1999, pp. 64-77.  Lorenzen notes that the Kāḷāmukha leader of Baḷḷigāve’s Kēdārēśvara temple during 
the mid-late 12th century, Vāmaśakti, was even given a managing role over the Vaiṣṇava brahmapuri Kēśavapura, 
which was founded in 1159 by the Kaḷacūrya minister Kēśirāja [Lorenzen 1972/1991, p. 125; EC (OS) VII, Sk. 
123.]  For more on Baḷḷigāve’s temples, see MAR 1931, pp. 58-65, and MAR 1941, pp. 78-85.
kēdāra / -kēdārēśvara), identifying the temple with the Himālayan Kēdāra Mountain, which is 
itself a Śaiva pilgrimage site.122  An inscription of 1129 C.E. sets up the comparison 
unambiguously: 
 The southern Kēdāra is the means of the absolution of sin, the very presence of Śiva 
 manifested to all the citizens, visibly displaying all the glory of the Kṛta-yuga [i.e., the 
 earliest and most perfect of the four yugas, or cosmic epochs].  Moreover the course of 
 the sacred bathing streams there is like that of the Ganges at Kēdāra, the lofty tower of 
 the Śiva temple piercing the sky rises up like the peak of Kēdāra, and the holy ascetics 
 performing penance there are like the holy ascetics at Kēdāra whose minds are bent on 
 the performance of the most difficult penances …123
It goes on to call the Kēdārēśvara temple at Baḷḷigāve “a new Kēdāra,” and makes the case for 
pilgrimage to this southern Kēdāra: 
 The god Kēdāra therein, who, thinking with supreme benevolence on his faithful 
 worshippers, — [who are] afraid of the cold and unable to make the distant pilgrimage (to 
 [the Himālayan] Kēdāra) — frees them from all sins (here).” 124  
Thus the Kēdārēśvara temple of Baḷḷigāve is viewed as a worthy substitute for the Himālayan 
Kēdāra, the harsh climate and great distance of which are insurmountable obstacles for many 
devotees of its Lord.  Since the very same god found there has also chosen to dwell in Baḷḷigāve, 
 239
122 EC (OS) VII, Sk. 98 (1103 C.E.), Sk. 99 (1113), Sk. 100 (1129), Sk. 103 (1149), Sk. 104 (1156), Sk. 102 (1162), 
Sk. 92 (1168), Sk. 96 (1179), Sk. 105 (1193), Sk. 95 (1215).  Lorenzen and Settar both draw attention to 
inscriptional references that call the temple “southern Kēdāra,” but they do not suggest that this could indicate a 
pilgrimage status for the Baḷḷigāve Kēdārēśvara (Lorenzen 1972/1991, pp. 100-105; Settar 1999, pp. 58, 75-76).
123 EC (OS) VII, Sk. 100 (trans. Rice; bracketed explanatory note inserted).  Also quoted in part by Lorenzen 
1972/1991, p. 104.
124 EC (OS) VII, Sk. 100 (trans. Rice; explanatory notes in parentheses his; explanatory notes in brackets mine).  See 
also Lorenzen 1972/1991, pp. 104-105.
so that his southern devotees might have easier access to him, one can simply journey there 
instead, saving months or even years of grueling travel, and remaining in the comfort of the hills 
and plains of Karṇāṭaka while still accruing the purificatory benefits to be gained from 
worshiping Kēdārēśvara in his Himālayan abode.  
 It is unclear how many people made a pilgrimage to the southern Kēdārēśvara at 
Baḷḷigāve, but the numerous inscriptions that record donations made to the temple by regional 
governors — several of which are explicitly stated to be for the merit of the kingdom — under 
every dynasty that held control of the Banavāse-12,000 district during the politically dynamic 
12th and 13th centuries attest to the power the temple had during this period.125  The 
Kāḷāmukhas who controlled the temple and lived in the Kōḍiya maṭha nearby also seem to have 
held considerable sway; in praising them, many inscriptions list a vast and varied range of 
subjects within the gurus’ scope of expertise, and Vāmaśakti, who was active during the second 
half of the 12th century, is called rājaguru, or royal guru, regardless of the royal dynasty to 
which the inscription belongs.126   
 It was this Vāmaśakti who received a grant made by Eraga-daṇḍarāḷ (also called 
Eṟeyaṇṇa), Ballāḷa II’s regional governor for the Banavāse-12,000, in 1193 C.E.127  Although the 
record states that at the time of the grant Ballāḷa was “in his residence” in Lōkkiguṇḍi (present-
day Lakkuṇḍi, near Gadag, about 120 km. northwest of Baḷḷigāve),128 the text of the inscription 
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125 EC (OS) VII, Sk. 92, 95, 96, 98, 100, 102-105.
126 EC (OS) VII, Sk. 92, 96, 97, 101, 102, 104, 105.  For more on the gurus of the Kōḍiya maṭha, see Lorenzen 
1972/1991, pp. 103-129; Settar 1999, pp. 73-77.
127 EC (OS) VII, Sk. 105.   This inscription calls the city Balipura, one of its many names.  I follow Settar (1999) in 
using the name Baḷḷigāve, which also appears in inscriptions of the period under discussion [e.g., EC (OS) VII, Sk. 
97, 106].
128 EC (OS) VII, Sk. 105, from l. 50: lōkkiguṇḍiyanelevīḍinoḷ
credits him with a significant role in the donation ritual.  After stating the various purposes for 
which the grant was to be used,129 and after explaining the details of the donated land and 
remitted taxes, the record states that Eṟeyaṇṇa made the gift upon washing the feet of the guru — 
a crucial stage of the donation ritual that actualized the grant recorded in the accompanying 
inscription — with the pouring of libation water either from or by his mahārāja.130  Rice 
translated the Kannaḍa phrase tan-mahārājaniṃ dhārāpūrvvakaṃ instrumentally — “with 
pouring of water by his mahārāja” 131 — implying that Ballāḷa was present at the donation 
ceremony and that he poured the water.  However, the instrumental ending in Kannaḍa (-niṃ in 
old Kannaḍa; here, mahārājaniṃ) can also have a directional sense, meaning from.  An 
alternative reading of the phrase could therefore be that Eṟeyaṇṇa obtained libation water from 
the king, which he then used during the donation ritual.  The latter interpretation would be 
necessary if Ballāḷa had actually been residing at Lōkkiguṇḍi at the moment the donation was 
made, as the preceding lines in the record seem to state.  Alternatively, the king may have 
traveled to Baḷḷigāve yet still have been represented as ruling from his residence at Lōkkiguṇḍi; 
at present the nuance remains unclear.
 Whatever Ballāḷa’s exact role was in his governor’s donation to Dakṣiṇa Kēdārēśvara, the 
record’s representation of his association with this ceremony indicates the importance of his 
participation in the donation ritual, whether by pouring the libation water himself or by proxy.  
An inscription dating to 1179 records the Kaḷacūrya Saṅkamadēva performing the same role in a 
 241
129 Decisions regarding the spending of the grant seem to have been left largely to temple authorities, for the stated 
purposes of the donation are broadly the same as those of other gifts to the temple and not all are specified: “for the 
offerings, perpetual lamp, Caitra purification, and many other festivals, for gifts of food to the ascetics, and the 
temple repairs” [EC (OS) VII, Sk. 105, trans. p. 78].
130 EC (OS) VII, Sk. 105, ll end 62-63: śrī / madrājaguruvāmaśaktidēvara śrīpādaprakṣāḷanaṃ geydu 
tanmahārājaniṃ dhārāpūrvvakaṃ māḍisi koṭṭaru || 
131 EC (OS) VII, Sk. 105, trans. p. 78 (emphasis added).
donation made by a group of his subordinates to Baḷḷigāve’s Kēdārēśvara temple,132 and Ballāḷa 
may have wished to match — and replace — his former rival as royal patron of the powerful 
Dakṣiṇa-Kēdārēśvara.133  He probably also had an interest in forming a closer connection with 
the head of the Kāḷāmukha Parvatāvaḷi, with which he had aligned himself from the beginning of 
his reign through his donation to Dōrasamudra’s Māṇikēśvara temple.  Moreover, only a few 
months before participating in his governor’s donation to the Baḷḷigāve Kēdārēśvara temple — in 
the same Śaka year of 1114 but in November 1192 — Ballāḷa himself had made a grant to the 
Trikūṭēśvara temple in Gadag, located just 10 km. northwest of Lōkkiguṇḍi, after a successful 
northern military campaign.134  The Trikūṭēśvara temple was another Kāḷāmukha institution 
whose leading ācārya and the recipient of Ballāḷa’s grant, Siddhānti-Candrabhūṣaṇa-paṇḍita-
dēva, seems to have stemmed from the same intellectual and spiritual lineage as the gurus who 
were affiliated with Dakṣiṇa Kēdārēśvara at Baḷḷigāve.135  As in the Baḷḷigāve grant, political 
motivations seem to have merged with whatever devotional or karmic reasons Ballāḷa may have 
had for granting proceeds from a village to the Trikūṭēśvara temple, for the Sēuṇa king Bhillama, 
who had controlled the region until his defeat by Ballāḷa’s forces, had recently made a donation 
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132 EC (OS) VII, Sk. 96.
133 Derrett (1956, p. 84) discusses a “large-scale attack” conducted by Saṅkamadēva on Ballāḷa’s army in April 1179, 
and the “series of defeats” the Hoysaḷas suffered under Kaḷacūrya forces around that time.  Although the Kaḷacūryas 
fell out of power in 1184, the Hoysaḷas’ upstaging of their former rival’s patronage would have been meaningful at 
least on a symbolic level.  After the fall of the Kaḷacūryas, the Kadambas (as subordinates of the Cāḷukyas) seem to 
have held Baḷḷigāve, though the record is unclear (see Derrett 1956, p. 87, for comments on the post-Kaḷacūrya 
political situation).
134 Lüders in EI VI (1900-01), pp. 89-97; Fleet in IA II (1873).  The Gadag inscription is dated Śaka 1114, cyclic 
year Paridhāvi, Mārgaśirṣa (EI VI p. 93 and p. 97, ll. 43-44), corresponding to 21 November 1192 C.E. (EI VI p. 
94).  The Baḷḷigāve inscription is dated Śaka 1114, cyclic year Paridhāvi, Puṣya [EC (OS) VII, Sk. 105, ll. 61-62; 
only the corresponding year of 1193 C.E. is listed (p. 76)].
135 Lorenzen discusses Candrabhūṣaṇa-paṇḍita-dēva and his connections to the Baḷḷigāve Kēdārēśvara temple 
(Lorenzen 1972/1991, pp. 119-123),
to the same temple — also made over to Candrabhūṣaṇa-paṇḍita-dēva — during the previous 
year, in June 1191.136  As with the Baḷḷigāve Kēdārēśvara temple, the Gadag Trikūṭēśvara temple 
and its Kāḷāmukha leadership seem to have held a certain power and authority to which royal 
figures sought to gain access — or at least association — through acts of patronage.
Localizing Deities from Contested Regions: Baḷḷigāve, Gadag, and the Dōrasamudra 
Kēdārēśvara Temple
 So far, I have touched upon several points that, when considered together, form a 
complex linkage between the Dōrasamudra and Baḷḷigāve Kēdārēśvara temples that goes beyond 
their identity in name.  First of all, by the time of Ballāḷa II’s reign period, the Hoysaḷas had 
longstanding ties to Baḷḷigāve.  Moreover, a pattern of cultural movement had been established 
from Baḷḷigāve and its surrounding region to Dōrasamudra and the Hoysaḷas’ core territory.  
Abhinava-Kētaladēvi seems to have been a native of the Baḷḷigāve area, as Rice noted; her 
connection to the region may have been one of several factors in the cultural transfer of 
Kēdārēśvara from Baḷḷigāve to Dōrasamudra.  Although the matter is speculative, she may have 
been a devotee of Dakṣiṇa Kēdārēśvara and may have wished to worship him while at the 
capital.  Two generations earlier, Śāntaladēvi’s father, Mārasiṅga-heggaḍe, had founded a temple 
to their family deity from Baḷḷigāve, Dharmēśvara, in the new town of Śāntigrāma, about 35 km. 
southeast of Dōrasamudra.137  Ballāḷa and Abhinava-Kētaladēvi may or may not have been aware 
of this precedent in bringing a god from Baḷḷigāve to the heart of Hoysaḷa country, but it shows 
that their establishment of a new temple to a god from Baḷḷigāve was not an isolated incident; 
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136 Kielhorn in EI III (1894-95), pp. 217-220.  The recorded date is in Śaka 1113, Virōdhakṛt, Jyēṣṭha (p. 219, ll. 
13-14), corresponding to 23 June 1191 C.E. (p. 218).
137 Settar 1992, vol. 1, p. 59.  EC (NS) 8, Hn. 167 [EC (OS) V, Hn. 116], dated 1122 C.E.
indeed, such acts of devotional transference may have been more common than the inscriptional 
record shows them to be.
 A second set of factors connecting the royal couple’s Kēdārēśvara temple to its precursor 
in Baḷḷigāve pertains to the sectarian affiliation of the latter.  The Baḷḷigāve Kēdārēśvara temple 
was a headquarters of the Kāḷāmukha Parvatāvaḷi, which was also present at Dōrasamudra, and 
with which Ballāḷa seems to have deliberately cultivated a relationship, starting from the day of 
his coronation and continuing throughout his reign.  Establishing his own Kēdārēśvara temple at 
Dōrasamudra could have simultaneously been an act of homage to the gurus of the Kāḷāmukha 
Parvatāvaḷi, an act of devotion to the god Kēdārēśvara, and an attempt to appropriate or share in 
the power harnessed by that god and the gurus who ran the temple in Baḷḷigāve.
 If the Dakṣiṇa Kēdārēśvara temple in Baḷḷigāve was a site of pilgrimage, as I have 
argued, this status would have provided further impetus for Ballāḷa to bring Kēdārēśvara — and 
the power associated with that god — to the Hoysaḷa capital.  Although there is no inscriptional 
evidence that Dōrasamudra’s Kēdārēśvara temple served as a site of pilgrimage, it is conceivable 
that for Ballāḷa II and Abhinava-Kētaladēvi the god Kēdārēśvara therein offered the same 
redemptive benefits to be gained from worshiping him in Baḷḷigāve, much like Dakṣiṇa 
Kēdārēśvara was envisioned in the inscription of 1129 to offer the same blessings to his devotees 
in Baḷḷigāve as he would to his devotees on the Himālayan Kēdāra mountain.  Certainly the axial 
road connecting Dōrasamudra’s Kēdārēśvara temple and palace suggests that the temple was 
built as a destination for Hoysaḷa royalty (map 3).  Leading to the temple from the city’s 
rājamārga, this road would have served the majority of visitors to Kēdārēśvara of Dōrasamudra, 
and with the temple’s tower rising from its eastern end, it provided an impressive approach 
suitable to a place of pilgrimage (fig. 5.1).
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 Local access to Kēdārēśvara not only would have been convenient to his devotees in and 
around the Hoysaḷa capital, it would have been crucial — at least to the royal family and staunch 
loyalists — when the Hoysaḷas no longer controlled the Banavāse-12,000.  The northern 
territories that Ballāḷa had gained just before his and his governor’s grants to the Gadag 
Trikūṭēśvara and Baḷḷigāve Kēdārēśvara temples in Śaka 1114 (1192/1193 C.E.) were contested 
regions, and the cities continued to be sites of dispute between Hoysaḷa and Sēuṇa forces.  By 
1215 C.E., it was with allegiance to the Sēuṇa king Saṅkamadēva that a local governor made a 
grant to Dakṣiṇa Kēdārēśvara at Baḷḷigāve, a political shift that had been recorded two years 
earlier at the Trikūṭēśvara temple in Gadag.138  Considering the restricted access the Hoysaḷas 
must have had to Baḷḷigāve after ca. 1215, it is possible that this is when Ballāḷa and his queen 
would have commissioned Dōrasamudra’s Kēdārēśvara temple; we might therefore narrow the 
range of dates for the temple’s construction to ca. 1215–1220.  Because there would have been 
ample motivation to bring the powerful Kēdārēśvara to the Hoysaḷa capital even before losing 
Baḷḷigāve to the Sēuṇas, however, in the absence of further evidence I will maintain the broader 
date-range, ca. 1200–1220.
 Sponsoring the construction of a temple to Kēdārēśvara in the Hoysaḷa capital not only 
gave devotees in the region easier access to the god, it enabled Ballāḷa to claim the prestige that 
came along with the god’s patronage, even after the Hoysaḷas had lost Baḷḷigāve.  The presence 
of Kēdārēśvara in Dōrasamudra also conceivably heightened the prestige of the city, where the 
god would dwell from that time onward.  Certainly the temple contributed to the city’s visual 
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138 For the Baḷḷigāve inscription, see EC (OS) VII, Sk. 95 (dated Śaka 1137).  The Gadag inscription to which I refer 
is Fleet’s No. 1 from the Trikūṭēśvara (in IA II, 1873, p. 297), dated Śaka 1135.
prestige, with an exterior that displayed the abundantly sculptural variety of the Hoysaḷa style 
that during the first quarter of the 13th century was still unique to the capital (fig. 5.2).139  
 The Dakṣiṇa Kēdārēśvara temple of Baḷḷigāve may have provided the impetus to build a 
temple to Kēdārēśvara in Dōrasamudra, but the latter was not constructed as a reproduction of 
the former.  Both temples are triple-celled structures with a main western garbha-gṛha that 
houses the Kēdārēśvara liṅga, but otherwise each temple was built according to architectural 
conventions and styles that were local to its respective city. 140  Whereas the exterior walls of the 
Baḷḷigāve temple displayed the bhadras and architectural imagery of the Vēsara mode (fig. 
5.36),141 the Dōrasamudra temple manifested the style distinctive to the Hoysaḷa capital, with its 
prominent figural imagery and series of sculpted friezes lining both rectilinear and stellate walls 
(fig. 5.2).  The raṅga-maṇḍapa of the Baḷḷigāve Kēdārēśvara temple is also preceded by a large, 
stepped, open mahā-maṇḍapa comprised of śrīkāra pillars arranged in neat rows (figs. 5.37, 
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139 See chapter 3 of this dissertation for my argument that the Dōrasamudra idiom of the Hoysaḷa style brought a 
visual prestige to the city.
140 MAR 1931 (pp. 62-64) provides an overview of the Baḷḷigāve Kēdārēśvara temple.
141 For more on the Vēsara mode, see chapter 1 of this dissertation (pp. 9-12).
5.38),142 a common feature of temples in central Karṇāṭaka that is absent from the Dōrasamudra 
Kēdārēśvara temple and most other temples of the Hoysaḷas’ core region.143  
 The deities installed within each Kēdārēśvara temple’s northern and southern garbha-
gṛhas also differed between the two cities, reflecting different preferences among their respective 
communities and patrons.  Both temples housed a form of Viṣṇu within the northern garbha-
gṛha, but whereas Kēśava was (and still is) enshrined to the north/left of Kēdārēśvara in 
Baḷḷigāve, it was Kṛṣṇa/Gōpāladēva — perhaps as Vēṇugōpāla, an especially popular form of 
Viṣṇu in the core Hoysaḷa region — who stood in the shrine to the north/left of Dōrasamudra’s 
Kēdārēśvara.  And whereas Sarasvatī occupied the southern garbha-gṛha to the right of 
Kēdārēśvara in Dōrasamudra, in Baḷḷigāve a second liṅga is enshrined in the analogous space.  
As I suggested above, it is possible that the Sarasvatī shrine on the southern side of the Gadag 
Trikūṭēśvara temple served as a precedent for the position of the goddess within the Kēdārēśvara 
temple of Dōrasamudra.  In light of the fact that the Hoysaḷas had lost Gadag to the Sēuṇas by 
1213,144 the installation of Sarasvatī in Dōrasamudra’s Kēdārēśvara temple might have had both 
devotional and political significance, similar to the dynamic that seems to have been at play in 
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142 The mahā-maṇḍapa of the Baḷḷigāve Kēdārēśvara temple is a later addition, as the uneven seams joining it to the 
temple’s exterior wall indicate.  It must be the maṇṭapa referred to in an inscription of 1186 C.E., recording a grant 
made by the rājaguru Vāmaśakti to a group of artists (their role indicated by the suffix -ōja attached to their names), 
“for their having erected the maṇṭapa of the god Kēdāra within the contract time” [EC (OS) VII, Sk. 97].  It would 
be interesting to explore the broader historical implications of this inscription, considering the role of ācāryas in 
temple patronage and the practices surrounding the commissioning of construction projects, including the role of 
contracts, the expectations of patrons and artists in honoring those contracts, and the amount of time that might be 
expected for a project’s completion.
143 While less common than in central Karṇāṭaka, such mahā-maṇḍapas are not entirely absent from the Hoysaḷas’ 
core territory.  Such a maṇḍapa is seen at the Beḷavāḍi Vīra-Nārāyaṇa temple (see MAR 1933, pp. 80-90, esp. 87-88 
re: “sabhāmaṇṭapa”), and the unique multi-pointed open maṇḍapa that precedes the Arasīkere Īśvara temple is a 
variation of the feature (see fig. 7.1 below and MAR 1930, pp. 61-67, esp. 64-65).  In Dōrasamudra itself, a similar 
open maṇḍapa, though one of smaller dimensions than is typical among central Karṇāṭaka temples, and with a 
rectangular rather than stepped plan, was built onto the front of the Pārśvanātha basadi (see ch. 4 and fig. 4.15). 
144 Fleet 1873 (IA II), p. 297 (no. 1 from the Trikūṭēśvara, dated Śaka 1135).
bringing Kēdārēśvara from Baḷḷigāve to the Hoysaḷa capital.  In building their own temple at 
Dōrasamudra, Ballāḷa II and Abhinava-Kētaladēvi were able to incorporate deities from some of 
the most powerful temples of the wider region, ensuring their presence with the Hoysaḷas 
regardless of the claims of other kings.
 With the establishment of the Kēdārēśvara temple in Dōrasamudra, then, Ballāḷa II and 
Abhinava-Kētaladēvi brought specific deities associated with important Kāḷāmukha temples into 
the center of the Hoysaḷa domain.  The location of the temple directly east of the palace, and the 
road connecting the two, strengthened the relationship between those deities and Hoysaḷa royalty, 
while the distinctive sculptural style of the temple’s exterior underscored their attachment to the 
Hoysaḷa capital.  By providing the endowment to support the worship of those deities and to 
sustain a range of other ritual operations within the temple, Nārasiṃha II and Padmaladēvi 
upheld the connections that the temple’s foundation had initiated.  It is not possible to know how 
long the activities supported by this royal grant were maintained before the process that led to the 
temple’s dilapidation set in, but until unchecked vegetation and collectors of art began to remove 
architectural and sculptural elements that had once been integral to the building, the temple 
formed a prominent part of southeastern Dōrasamudra, marking Kēdārēśvara’s place within the 
landscape of the Hoysaḷa capital.
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Chapter 6 — Temples of Northeastern Dōrasamudra
 The temples discussed in the preceding chapters — the Hoysaḷēśvara temple, the temples 
of the Nagarēśvara compound, the Pārśvanātha basadi, and the Kēdārēśvara temple — were 
among the largest of Dōrasamudra.  These monumental temples and their sculptural work, 
among the finest of the capital, would have required considerable amounts of funding, affordable 
only to the wealthiest citizens.  Indeed, surviving inscriptions associate their patronage with elite 
individuals and professional groups, many of whom the records describe as having connections 
to the Hoysaḷa court.1  These richly endowed, monumental temples, moreover, were all located in 
the central to southeastern part of Dōrasamudra, in relative proximity to the palace.  Although 
smaller temples, such as the Nakara Jinālaya (Ādinātha basadi) and the temples now known as 
the Hūcēśvara and Rudrēśvara temples, were also built in this part of the capital, the area’s 
exclusive claim to the city’s largest temples — whether surviving or in ruin today — along with 
the location of the palace there, strongly suggests that this zone comprised the city’s most elite 
sector.  
 The central to southern part of Dōrasamudra’s eastern fortified zone may have been 
distinguished from other areas of the city but it was not isolated from them.  In chapter 2, I 
argued that a major road ran through the city from its southern end to its northern end.  Most 
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1 As seen in previous chapters, the construction of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple was sponsored by the royal merchant 
Kētamalla {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 261 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 147]}; the Pārśvanātha basadi was sponsored by the courtier-
general Boppadēva and received additional patronage from the king Viṣṇuvardhana {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389 of 1133 
[EC (OS) V, Bl. 124]}; and the Kēdārēśvara temple was constructed through the patronage of the king Ballāḷa II and 
the queen Abhinava-Kētaladēvi, and received a major endowment from the king Nārasiṃha II and his mother, queen 
Padmaladēvi {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309 of 1221/22 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 115]}.  Records surviving from the Māṇikēśvara 
(1136) and Nakarēśvara temples, which I have suggested were part of the Nagarēśvara compound, explicitly link 
their patronage with royalty only beginning with the reign of Ballāḷa II (1173–1220) {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 329-330 [EC 
(OS) V, Bl. 118-119]}, but the organization of jewel merchants who sponsored the construction of the Māṇikēśvara 
temple in 1136 would have catered to the wealthiest of the elite and may well have dealt commercially with the 
royal house {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 328 of 1138 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 117]}. 
likely the city’s principal thoroughfare, or rājamārga, this street connected different zones of the 
urban area, either directly or through roads intersecting with it, and would have been an axial hub 
of convergence for a diverse array of Dōrasamudra’s inhabitants and visitors.2  Passing through a 
southern gateway of the city’s fort wall, continuing along the western side of the Jain temples 
and the eastern side of the palace compound, then between the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-
site temples, the rājamārga would have continued into the northeastern quarter of the fortified 
city, eventually passing through a gateway in the northernmost part of the fort wall (maps 3, 4a.).
 It is this northeastern zone of Dōrasamudra that forms the subject of the present chapter.  
The neighborhood is the longest continually inhabited part of the former capital city, and a 
number of periods are represented in its architecture.  Along with the Hoysaḷa-period temples 
that once belonged to northeastern Dōrasamudra and the houses and shops (built between the 
19th century and the present) that serve the current population, a number of post-Hoysaḷa ritual 
buildings are found in the area, all of which incorporate reused Hoysaḷa-period materials.3  
Having stood among generations of active communities, the neighborhood’s modestly sized 
Hoysaḷa-period temples have themselves been altered by additions, renovations, changes in 
affiliation, and, in some cases, dilapidation.  In what follows, I will review these post-Hoysaḷa 
alterations to the temples of northeastern Dōrasamudra before turning to the Hoysaḷa-period 
temples themselves and the neighborhood they were instrumental in forming.
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2 As discussed in chapter 2, the archaeological evidence from Dōrasamudra accords with Shonaleeka Kaul’s analysis 
of Sanskrit literary representations of urban space, in which the rājamārga “emerges as the focus of the city, if ever 
there was one” (see Kaul 2010, pp. 91-96; quotation from p. 92).
3 Post-Hoysaḷa ritual buildings in the neighborhood include the Hanumān, Kariyamma, and Mallēśvara temples, the 
kallu maṭha (“stone monastery”), and a small pavilion to the south of the kallu maṭha.
The Temples of Northeastern Dōrasamudra Today
 Among the temples of the vibrant neighborhood that once comprised the northeastern 
quarter of the Hoysaḷa capital, three reliably date to the Hoysaḷa period.  Presently known as the 
Gūḍlēśvara, Vīrabhadra, and Raṅganātha temples, they have been altered in different ways over 
the course of their histories.  Whereas the Gūḍlēśvara temple (figs. 6.1–6.3) is now in ruin and its 
only addition is a simple two-pillared porch, the Vīrabhadra (figs. 6.4–6.6) and Raṅganātha (figs. 
6.7-6.9) temples, both of which remain active today, were each extended with raṅga-maṇḍapas 
transfered from other temples and reconstructed at their present locations.4  The Raṅganātha 
temple was also expanded by an open mukha-maṇḍapa that incorporates figural blocks from the 
Nagarēśvara site, among other reused materials (fig. 6.8).  In fact, between its vimāna, two 
enclosed raṅga-maṇḍapas, and open mukha-maṇḍapa, only the Raṅganātha temple’s unadorned 
vimāna — which remains intact from its adhiṣṭhāna to the lowest four tiers of its stepped 
pyramidal Phāṃsanā superstructure5 — seems to belong to the temple that originally occupied 
the location.  On its interior, even this part of the temple was altered, for the square garbha-gṛha 
was not made for the long image of Raṅganātha, Viṣṇu reclining on the serpent Śēṣa, that it now 
contains.  Although the sculpture dates to the Hoysaḷa period, it seems to have been brought from 
another temple; the sanctum’s inner wall even bears the marks of a shelf that was removed to 
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4 M.H. Krishna recognized the Vīrabhadra temple’s incorporation of a transfered raṅga-maṇḍapa (MAR 1930, pp. 
59-60), but his observations on the composite character of the Raṅganātha temple are less clearly stated (MAR 1930, 
pp. 60-61).  See n. 11 below for further comments.
5 Phāṃsanā is a mode of temple architecture characterized by vimānas with flat, unadorned walls and stepped 
pyramidal superstructures (see Wagoner 1995, p. 443-445).  Wagoner (1995, pp. 452-468, passim.) compellingly 
argues that Phāṃsanā temples in 12th–14th-century Telaṅgāṇa (present-day northwestern Āndhra Pradesh) carried 
memorial associations.  Garimella (2002, chapter 2) argues that 11th–15th-century Phāṃsanā temples in northern 
Karṇāṭaka (within present-day Bellary District) were politically meaningful, but the earlier temples within her study 
also had a memorial function (see Garimella 2002, pp. 62-65ff.).  Further research is needed to assess the meanings 
of Phāṃsanā temples in the Hoysaḷa kingdom, but it is possible that the small vimāna of what is today the 
Raṅganātha temple was once a memorial temple of the kind discussed by Wagoner.
accommodate the new devotional image (fig. 6.10).  The dedication of the Vīrabhadra temple has 
also changed since the time of the temple’s construction, for its late 13th–14th-century 
devotional image (fig. 6.11) postdates the architecture of the temple in which it is enshrined.6 
 Along with the Gūḍlēśvara, Vīrabhadra, and Raṅganātha temples, a fourth temple, today 
known as the Kumbaḷēśvara, is generally thought to have been founded during the Hoysaḷa 
period but bears even more extensive alterations than the first three (figs. 6.12–6.14).7  Long 
abandoned but restored and reconsecrated in 2008–09, the temple consists primarily of 
reassembled Hoysaḷa-period architectural materials.8  The pillars of its raṅga-maṇḍapa evidently 
come from different sources, as they are not uniform in their size or proportions.  While the 
relative consistency of the vimāna’s adhiṣṭhāna may indicate that the core of this temple stands 
in its original location, the building’s extensive post-Hoysaḷa work makes it difficult to say with 
any kind of certainty whether this is the case.  
 Compounding the challenges presented by post-Hoysaḷa alterations made to the temples 
of this neighborhood, the few inscriptions that survive among them either postdate the temples or 
have been shifted from their original positions and thus cannot reliably be consulted for 
information about the temples’ foundation.  One epigraph, found along the upper edge of a ca. 
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6 M.H. Krishna briefly assessed the image to be “of late Hoysala workmanship” and remarked, “It is doubtful if this 
is the original image of the temple at all” (MAR 1930, p. 60).  Below, I will argue that the temple dates to the 12th 
century.
7 In Krishna’s assessment, the Kumbaḷēśvara temple was “rebuilt with Hoysaḷa wall and pillar pieces collected from 
ruins.  Of the original temple there are only the remains of the inner walls of the sukhanâsi [i.e., antarāla] and 
garbhagṛiha” (MAR 1930, p. 60).  
8 The recent restoration did not change the structure of the temple or replace its Hoysaḷa-period architectural 
elements.  Rather, the project cleared the building of the discarded bricks and pottery sherds that had accumulated 
there, cleaned the interior and rid it of bats, sealed cracks between stones in the walls, repaired the roof and the 
exterior walls of the vimāna, installed a new Nandī (bull image) within the raṅga-maṇḍapa, and brought in new 
ritual implements to keep at the temple.  Only the exterior walls of the vimāna, once hidden beneath thick plant 
growth, have been replaced with new stones; the interior walls of the garbha-gṛha mostly consist of the same stones 
that were there before the restoration.  The local Kumbara Saṅgha (Kumbara Union) sponsored the restoration.
late 13th–14th-century guru image within a subsidiary shrine of the Vīrabhadra temple (fig. 
6.20), seems to record the consecration of the image or another later addition to the temple.9  
Two more inscriptions are found on lintels within the Raṅganātha temple’s eastern raṅga-
maṇḍapa (fig. 6.15), which originated from another temple, alternately called Bōcēśvara or 
Bobbēśvara, that was located elsewhere in Dōrasamudra.10  Contrary to previous assumptions, 
the Bōcēśvara/Bobbēśvara temple was not itself converted into the present Raṅganātha temple;11 
rather, its raṅga-maṇḍapa was transfered to its present location for the expansion of the 
Raṅganātha temple.  A comparison of this eastern raṅga-maṇḍapa’s adhiṣṭhāna with those of the 
vimāna and the intervening western raṅga-maṇḍapa (another later addition to the vimāna) 
reveals a different series of moldings and shows that the temple of Bōcēśvara/Bobbēśvara was of 
greater dimensions than the temple to which its maṇḍapa was transfered (see fig. 6.7).  Most 
compellingly, a series of inverted inscriptions on the lintels of the ceilings within the Raṅganātha 
temple’s eastern raṅga-maṇḍapa give directions for the maṇḍapa’s reconstruction.  For instance, 
at the top of the beam comprising the western base of the ceiling that precedes the doorway 
leading into the western raṅga-maṇḍapa, engraved above the inscription of 1213 that refers to 
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9 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 360 (also transcribed in MAR 1930, p. 60).  The inscription is engraved along the top edge of the 
stele and is not visible in the photograph in fig. 6.20.
10 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 313 of 1244 C.E. and Bl. 314 of 1213 C.E. [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 325 and Bl. 326, respectively].  Bl. 
314 seems to indicate the location of this temple within Dōrasamudra, perhaps just outside the fort wall, but the site 
it describes is uncertain at present.
11 M.H. Krishna seems to have noticed the incongruity between the garbhagṛha and eastern raṅga-maṇḍapa, but 
after noting the latter’s Śaiva features he stated: “The whole temple must have been a Śiva temple in which 
Raṅganātha or Anaṅtapadmanâbha was installed after widening the garbhagṛiha doorway” (MAR 1930, pp. 60).  
Citing the inscriptions from the eastern raṅga-maṇḍapa, he concluded, “The original name of the temple was 
Bôcêśvara or Bobbêśvara” (MAR 1930, p. 61).  Settar suggested that the Bobbēśvara temple was “appropriated by 
the Śrī-Vaiṣṇavas and transformed into the present Raṅganātha or Ananta-Padmanābha temple sometime in the later 
half of the 13th century” (Settar 1975a, p. 36).  Today, a sign outside the Raṅganātha temple from the Karnāṭaka 
Department of Tourism (the only such sign in northern Haḷēbīḍ) informs visitors in Kannaḍa, Hindi, and English that 
according to an inscription, the temple “was originally a Shiva temple called the Bucheshwara.”
Bobbēśvara (fig. 6.16),12  an inverted inscription reads vā-ru-ṇa-na o-ḍu vaṃ-ga-ḍu (figs. 6.17, 
6.18), instructing workers to place (oḍu for oḍḍu) that part of the maṇḍapa in the western 
(vāruṇana) part of the assemblage (vaṃgaḍu for vaṃgaḍa).  Such inverted inscriptions appear on 
other ceilings of the maṇḍapa as well, always with a directional name, such as yama (south) or 
kubera (north), that corresponds with the placement of its respective ceiling or beam.  An 
interesting comparison to these instructional epigraphs is found in the Cāḷukya-period step-well 
at Vijayanagara, the stones of which are inscribed with coded directions for their reassembly.13  
The Raṅganātha temple’s inverted inscriptions have not been published, but I plan to treat them 
in greater detail in an upcoming project on post-Hoysaḷa construction in Haḷēbīḍ.
 The last published inscription from northern Haḷēbīḍ / northeastern Dōrasamudra is found 
on the underside of the lintel above the doorway leading into the Raṅganātha temple’s garbha-
gṛha.14  Dating to 1238 C.E., it records the granting of a temple associated with one Lakheya-
sāhaṇi by his grandson, Baicaya-sāhaṇi, to three priests or temple functionaries, and describes 
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12 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 314 [EC (OS) XV, Bl. 326].
13 The code inscribed on the elements of the Vijayanagara stepwell, first explained by Jagdish (2006), is more 
complex than the verbal directions inscribed on the ceilings of the Raṅganātha temple’s eastern raṅga-maṇḍapa.  
Wagoner and Eaton have shown that these directions were devised for the step-well’s reassembly after its transfer 
from another location, a process they argue took place in the mid-16th century (Wagoner 2007, pp. 14-15; Wagoner 
2011; Eaton and Wagoner forthcoming, typescript pp. 129-136).
14 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 315 (MAR 1937, no. 38).  As I was only allowed to come up to the threshold of the antarāla within 
the Raṅganātha temple, I was unable to view this inscription directly.  My thanks go to Śrī Narasimhamurthy, the 
priest of the temple, for photographing this inscription with my camera and for pointing me to the locations of all 
three published inscriptions within the temple.
the boundaries of the god’s compound (vaṭhṭhāra).15  Because lintel inscriptions are typically 
engraved on the outward-facing sides of their beams, as seen in the inscriptions naming 
Bōcēśvara/Bobbēśvara — not on the underside, as seen here — this lintel has evidently been 
shifted from its original position.  It is possible that the lintel originally belonged to this temple 
and was simply turned when the temple was altered to accommodate the devotional image of 
Raṅganātha; however, it is also possible that the lintel, like so many of the temple’s materials, 
was transfered from another location for use in this doorway.  Because the doorway to which it 
belongs is now covered by painted boards that conceal its stone elements, at present it is 
impossible to determine whether or not the doorway is original to the garbha-gṛha.  Until direct 
access to the materials of this doorway enables a closer assessment of its lintel, any arguments 
about the temple that rest on the content of its inscription are open to serious doubt.
 Given the complications inherent to the neighborhood’s inscriptional record, I will base 
my discussion of northeastern Dōrasamudra and its temples upon the Hoysaḷa-period buildings 
themselves.  Much more can be said about the post-Hoysaḷa alterations of these buildings, and 
about other post-Hoysaḷa additions to their neighborhood, but that material demands greater 
attention than this dissertation can provide and I intend to pursue it in a future project.  Since my 
focus in this dissertation is on the temples of the Hoysaḷa capital and their relationship to the 
greater city during the Hoysaḷa period, the remainder of this chapter will address these themes.  
After a brief consideration of the character of northeastern Dōrasamudra, I will turn to the 
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15 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 315.  None of the names recorded in this inscription match the names recorded in the inscriptions 
of Bōcēśvara/Bobbēśvara [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 313, 314; both name Sōmajīya/Sōma-guru and Anantajīya/Ananta-guru, 
not Lakheya- or Baicaya-sāhaṇi] — further indication that the eastern raṅga-maṇḍapa originates from a different 
temple.  The boundaries mentioned in Bl. 315 include three rājabīdis, or main roads.  It is not clear whether one of 
these was the north-south rājamārga that I have emphasized as the principal thoroughfare of Dōrasamudra.  In the 
present record, rājabīdi may indicate a type of principal road within the quarter of the city in which the temple of 
Lakheya- and Baicaya-sāhaṇi stood, and its character may have differed from that of the monumentalized north-
south rājamārga of eastern Dōrasamudra.  
Gūḍlēśvara and Vīrabhadra temples, each of which still has its own Hoysaḷa-period vimāna and 
raṅga-maṇḍapa.  While the ca. late 13th–14th-century image within the Vīrabhadra temple’s 
sanctum may have been installed before the Hoysaḷas’ fall from power in the mid-14th century, 
the circumstances surrounding this event remain obscure and I will not address the matter here.16  
Instead, I will focus on the exteriors of the neighboring Vīrabhadra and Gūḍlēśvara temples, 
considering how they relate to one another and to their surroundings.  The Vīrabhadra temple 
especially, with its sculptural, Hoysaḷa-style exterior, is emphatically a temple of Dōrasamudra, 
with stylistic connections to the monuments at the center of the city.  At the same time, its design 
is specific to its location, and together with the other buildings of Dōrasamudra’s northeastern 
quarter, it contributed both to the character of the neighborhood and to the shape of the greater 
city.
The Northeastern Quarter of Dōrasamudra
 Even with their post-Hoysaḷa additions, the temples of northeastern Dōrasamudra are 
significantly smaller than the monumental structures that characterized the southern half of the 
fortified city’s eastern stretch.  No trace of a foundation approaching similarly immense 
proportions is found in the neighborhood, and the dimensions of the Hoysaḷa-period raṅga-
maṇḍapas added onto the Raṅganātha and Vīrabhadra temples are likewise much smaller than 
Dōrasamudra’s most prominent temples.  The absence of monumental buildings in the 
northeastern quarter suggests a neighborhood of a different character, less elite than that of the 
capital’s conspicuously prestigious central to southeastern zone.  Perhaps this is unsurprising, 
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16 If the installation of Vīrabhadra within the temple instead postdates the city’s time as a royal capital, it would 
contribute important information about this period of transition within the city.  See chapter 2 for further comments 
on this period in the history of the Hoysaḷa dynasty and Dōrasamudra.
considering the northeastern quarter’s distance from the palace: it lies approximately 0.8–1.2 km. 
from the northernmost remains of the palace compound and approximately 1.1–1.5 km. from the 
southernmost remains.  Although the construction of any stone temple would have required an 
amount of funding unavailable to people of average means, sponsorship of the more modestly 
sized temples of northeastern Dōrasamudra would have been affordable to a wider range of 
patrons than the monumental temples near the palace, which were sponsored by the wealthiest 
and most privileged members of Hoysaḷa society.
 The northeastern quarter may not have been selected for the most prominent architectural 
initiatives of Dōrasamudra, but its stone temples indicate that the neighborhood was nevertheless 
characterized by a certain prestige.  Even a small temple would have been a significant 
investment, requiring funds for the acquisition of land and construction materials, for payment to 
the masons, builders, and sculptors employed for the project, and for the endowment that would 
support the temple’s operation.  Within northeastern Dōrasamudra, the sculptural Vīrabhadra 
temple must have required an especially large budget.  As permanent abodes of the gods, even 
the less ornate stone temples of the neighborhood marked their landscape not only with enduring 
visual reminders of a divine presence, but also with a lasting, tangible expression of the human 
investment involved in establishing, building, and maintaining such a temple.  With at least three 
stone temples located within 0.25 km. of one another, and possibly more temples that no longer 
survive or were rebuilt in later years, northeastern Dōrasamudra was a neighborhood that temple 
patrons considered worth investing in, and a place that priests deemed appropriately auspicious 
for such investments.
 While it is possible that other areas of the capital, besides the northeastern quarter and the 
central to southeastern zone, once contained stone temples that have disappeared since the 
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Hoysaḷa period, it is unlikely that every neighborhood would have received as much patronage.  
Whether serving more agrarian purposes, as may have been the case for part of the western 
fortified zone,17  or whether populated by social classes that could not afford to build temples in 
permanent materials, some areas of the city would have had a much simpler architectural 
character, with houses and shrines constructed only in materials such as mud, thatch, and wood.  
Perhaps what gave the northeastern quarter its cachet was its connection to the rājamārga that 
traversed the eastern part of the city, from the northern gate near the Gūḍlēśvara temple to the 
southern gate located a short distance from the now-ruined Jain temple compound.  Although 
less central and prestigious than the stretch of the rājamārga that ran alongside the palace and 
the larger temples of the capital, the northeastern quarter’s connection to this road suggests that it 
would have shared some of the traffic that moved through the southern and central parts of the 
city’s eastern zone.  The northernmost gate of the city’s fort walls would have further increased 
activity on the part of the road running through the neighborhood, as travelers from the north 
entered the city and as northbound visitors departed.
 The relationship that the rājamārga created between northeastern Dōrasamudra and the 
rest of the city embodies the kind of duality that seems to have characterized the status of the 
neighborhood and its temples.  On the one hand, the presence of the rājamārga gave the 
neighborhood a direct connection to the elite zone surrounding the palace and Dōrasamudra’s 
largest temples.  On the other hand, the neighborhood was situated on the opposite end of the 
city from the monumentalized central to southeastern zone.  At the same time that the rājamārga 
connected the neighborhoods, then, it also separated them.  Traveling from one end of the city to 
the other along this road, the changing character of one’s surroundings must have been palpable.  
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17 See chapter 1, n. 6, citing Heitzman (1987, pp. 815-817).
Yet even as the immense constructions in the south and center gave way to the more intimately 
sized buildings in the north, Dōrasamudra’s temples contributed importantly to the city.  Not only 
did they serve the city ritually, as places in which to worship the deities that resided within their 
sanctums, they also served it architecturally and visually, as structures that defined the urban 
landscape of the Hoysaḷa capital.
Two Temples in Northeastern Dōrasamudra
 At the northernmost end of the fortified city of Dōrasamudra, on the western side of the 
rājamārga’s northern extension, two east-facing temples stood a short distance from the 
northeastern city gate, parallel to one another and just a few meters apart.  Known today as the 
Gūḍlēśvara and Vīrabhadra temples (figs. 6.1–6.6, 6.19),18  with the Gūḍlēśvara standing to the 
north of the Vīrabhadra, they would have been among the first monuments of Dōrasamudra to 
greet visitors approaching from the northeast and among the last to be seen by northbound 
travelers.  A small tank to the southeast of the Vīrabhadra temple, the regular masonry blocks of 
which appear to date to the Hoysaḷa period, probably served both temples and may also have 
been used by visitors who had recently reached the city.
 Before the temples’ later expansions — the Gūḍlēśvara temple with a simple porch and 
the Vīrabhadra temple with a second raṅga-maṇḍapa built onto its eastern side, plus a small 
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18 In the absence of any information about these temples’ original names, I will simply refer to them as the 
Gūḍlēśvara and Vīrabhadra temples, despite the anachronism this presents.  The following sources mention the 
Vīrabhadra temple (“VB” below), sometimes with a brief description; a few of these also acknowledge the 
Gūḍlēśvara temple (as noted with “G”): MAR 1908, p. 2, para. 10 (VB and G); 1911, p. 10, para. 24 (VB); 1917, pp. 
3-4, para. 11 (VB and G); 1930, pp. 59-60 (VB and G) and pl. IX.2 (VB); 1933, pl. XXI.1 (VB); 1942, p. 10 (re: VB 
conservation).  Srikantaiya 1918, p. 193 (erroneously calls VB “Karuvagallu Vīrabhadra,” another name for the 
Rudrēśvara temple; G mentioned as “another temple near” VB, but not named).  Settar 1975a, p. 36 (VB and G).  
Del Bontà 1978, p. 87 (VB).  Settar 1992, vol. 1, pp. 128 (VB and G), 221-3 (VB), 230 (VB), 357 (VB), and vol. 2, 
p. 154, pl. 129 (VB).  Foekema 1994, vol. 1, pp. 141-2 and vol. 2, pl. 244-5 (VB).  Dhaky 1996, p. 391 (VB).
open porch — both temples consisted of a garbha-gṛha, antarāla, and raṅga-maṇḍapa, the 
typical layout for Hoysaḷa-period temples (figs. 6.3, 6.6).  Both may once have been topped with 
brick superstructures; while the Gūḍlēśvara temple no longer has any tower, the stepped 
pyramidal superstructure of the Vīrabhadra temple is a later development.  Besides the 
incongruity of the temple’s sculptural walls with this type of superstructure, which is more 
commonly associated with the austere Phāṃsanā mode, the flat, uneven tiers of the tower 
contrast markedly with Phāṃsanā superstructures of the Hoysaḷa period, which are typically 
articulated by dentils lining each level of the tower (figs. 6.4, 6.22, 6.24).19  A stepped pyramidal 
pedestal of a similar form supports a pillar that stands to the east of the temple, in line with an 
outdoor liṅga installed to the temple’s immediate northeast (fig. 6.19).20
 Although a number of formal differences set apart even the Hoysaḷa-period portions of 
the Gūḍlēśvara and Vīrabhadra temples — most prominently, the treatment of the central 
elevational sections of their exterior walls — as we will see, important shared principles in their 
designs relate the two buildings architecturally.  Their close proximity suggests that they also 
shared a ritual connection, though changes to the temples’ interiors have rendered the nature of 
their past ritual relationship elusive.  Whereas the Gūḍlēśvara temple, now devoid of its deities 
and overgrown with plants, has long been abandoned, the Vīrabhadra temple has been altered 
precisely because it has remained active.  Its primary devotional focus changed with the 
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19 See n. 5 above for comments on Phāṃsanā temples.  The Raṅganātha temple’s unadorned vimāna walls and the 
surviving tiers of its original tower fit the conventions of the Phāṃsanā mode (see fig. 6.7).  Settar 1992 (vol. 1, p. 
230) lists known Hoysaḷa-period temples with stepped pyramidal towers (though he does not include the Raṅganātha 
temple) and notes that all but the Haḷēbīḍ Vīrabhadra temple have relatively plan walls.  The Lakṣmīdēvī temple at 
Doḍḍagaḍḍavaḷḷi (ca. 1113) combines a stepped Phāṃsanā tower with Vēsara walls bearing architectural imagery, 
but its superstructure follows the contours of the bhadras below.  By contrast, the edges of the Vīrabhadra temple’s 
superstructure are flat and do not follow the temple’s staggered walls. 
20 The timeframe for the installation this liṅga and pillar in their present locations has not yet been determined, but 
because the liṅga stands to the immediate northeast of the porch, it is likely to have been placed there during or after 
the expansion of the temple.
installation of the present image of Vīrabhadra, perhaps in the late 13th–14th century, a 
timeframe suggested by the style of the sculpture (fig. 6.11); the interior subsidiary shrines at the 
center its original raṅga-maṇḍapa’s southern and northern walls now contain a late 13th–14th-
century stele featuring the image of a guru (fig. 6.20) and a ca. 16th–17th-century goddess image 
(fig. 6.21); and the temple’s interior has been significantly revamped, with recent marble panels 
lining the floors and the shrines’ walls (see fig. 6.5).21  The Vīrabhadra temple remains active 
today, and ongoing maintenance includes the coat of whitewash seen on most of the building’s 
exterior surfaces; only the central areas of the Hoysaḷa-period walls are left unpainted, perhaps 
out of a desire to preserve the sculptural imagery that adorns them.22
 Despite the continuance of ritual activity at the Vīrabhadra temple and the eventual 
abandonment of the Gūḍlēśvara temple, there is evidence to suggest that the Gūḍlēśvara once 
had precedence over the Vīrabhadra temple.  One indication of this relationship is the relative 
size of the two temples before their post-Hoysaḷa additions.  The Gūḍlēśvara temple is larger, 
extending approximately 13.55 m. east-west from its front door to the central bhadra of its 
western wall, compared with the 8.27 m. length of the equivalent Hoysaḷa-period portion of the 
Vīrabhadra temple.23  At the widest exterior points of its vimāna, the Gūḍlēśvara temple spans 
about 5.25 m. north-south, compared with the Vīrabhadra temple’s exterior vimāna width of 
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21 When I visited the Vīrabhadra temple on 14 January 2008, Rudresh, the pūjāri at the temple on that day, informed 
me that the marble floors were at that time 6 years old.
22 Unfortunately, some sculptures are spattered with whitewash, seemingly unintentionally.
23 Measurements for the layout of the Gūḍlēśvara and Vīrabhadra temples were taken between November 2009 and 
February 2010 by Karishma Rao, Ikshu Dhanva, Sumana Harish, Sanjana H.Y., and Srishti Singh, whom I 
commissioned to make architectural plans of the temples (figs. 6.3, 6.6).  Also in the commission were plans of the 
Raṅganātha and Kumbaḷēśvara temples (figs. 6.9, 6.14) and the Kallu Maṭha.  Any dimensions related to elevation 
(see below) are based on my own measurements, taken during field trips during October–November 2009 and 
October–November 2010.
approximately 4.17 m.24  The Gūḍlēśvara temple is also on higher ground than the Vīrabhadra 
temple, probably raised on a structural plinth (jagatī) that is now buried beneath the earthen 
mound surrounding the temple (fig. 6.19).  Whether the presence of a jagatī signaled a specific 
set of meanings for Hoysaḷa-period temple visitors and viewers is a matter that requires further 
research, but it seems reasonable to suppose that it contributed to the temple’s prestige: As the 
plinth raised the temple in physical height, so too it may have heightened that temple’s status.  
Particularly in this case, where two temples stand in close proximity and only one is elevated 
above ground level, the contrast in height that the jagatī effects is readily apparent: even in its 
present state of ruin, the Gūḍlēśvara temple towers over the neighboring temple to Vīrabhadra.  
This effect is especially apparent when viewed from the road to the temples’ east, which is 
probably close to if not directly overlapping the position of the Hoysaḷa-period rājamārga.  
When the Gūḍlēśvara temple was active and in a better state of preservation, passers-by would 
have immediately noticed its elevated position, particularly in comparison with the smaller 
temple to its south.
 It is possible that the greater dimensions and elevation of the Gūḍlēśvara temple stemmed 
from and reinforced a greater ritual status relative to the Vīrabhadra temple, or its height may 
have been linked to the social status of its patron(s).  At the same time, it is important to 
recognize that the Vīrabhadra temple’s exterior figural imagery provided it with its own special 
status, visually distinguishing it from the neighborhood’s other buildings — perhaps especially 
from the Gūḍlēśvara temple (figs. 6.22–6.24).  In the next section of this chapter I will elaborate 
upon the distinctive Hoysaḷa-style treatment of the Vīrabhadra temple’s walls, the prestigious 
associations of its sculptural forms, and the stylistic connections between its figural panels and 
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those of Dōrasamudra’s 12th-century Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples.  These stylistic 
similarities suggest that the Vīrabhadra temple also dates to the 12th century, a timeframe that is 
reinforced by its architectural design.25  The architectural forms of the Vīrabhadra temple bear a 
striking resemblance to those of the nearby Gūḍlēśvara temple, and both appear to date to the 
12th century.  These shared forms suggest that whatever differences in status may have been 
expressed in the buildings’ size, height, and ornamentation, the underlying congruity of their 
architectural designs underscored a connection between the neighboring temples.
 The basic components of the Vīrabhadra and Gūḍlēśvara temples’ layout and elevation 
are common to most temples built in Hoysaḷa country during the 12th century, characterizing 
both Hoysaḷa-style temples built outside Dōrasamudra and their less ornate counterparts.  Their 
exterior walls follow the staggered, bhadra-based layout of a Vēsara plan, with “bhadra-
clusters” that signal the spaces where divinity resides (or once resided) within each temple.26  
These stepped projections define the shape of the vimāna, which contains each temple’s sanctum, 
and the northern and southern walls of the Vīrabhadra temple’s raṅga-maṇḍapa, where interior 
shrines are located (figs. 6.6, 6.22–6.24).  Later repairs to the walls of the Gūḍlēśvara temple’s 
raṅga-maṇḍapa have changed their original contours, but the bhadra-clusters of its remaining 
Hoysaḷa-period adhiṣṭhāna suggest that it too once contained subsidiary shrines in the 
corresponding areas of its interior (see fig. 6.1, lower right of photograph).  In both temples, 
slender pilasters with bulbous capitals articulate the corners of these bhadra projections, as they 
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25 Del Bontà (1978, p. 87) judges the Vīrabhadra temple to date to the early 12th century but does not explain the 
reasons behind this assessment.  Settar (1992, vol. 1, p. 357), in an appendix cataloguing a number of Hoysaḷa-
period temples, lists the Vīrabhadra temple’s date as “12th(?)” century, also without an explanation for this estimate 
(here or elsewhere in his text).  Dhaky suggests: “Stylistically, the temple may date from mid 12th century” (Dhaky 
1996, p. 406), but he does not expand his argument beyond this generalized assessment.
26 See chapter 1 for further discussion of the Vēsara mode and chapters 1 and 3 for that mode’s relationship to 12th-
century Hoysaḷa style temples.  As mentioned in chapter 1, the term “bhadra-cluster” is Ajay Sinha’s (Sinha 2000, p. 
88 and passim.).
do in their Vēsara predecessors of central Karṇāṭaka.  Whereas the pilasters of the Vīrabhadra 
temple frame the sculptural compositions located at the central and corner points of each wall, 
those that accentuate each staggered section of the Gūḍlēśvara temple’s original vimāna walls 
frame smoothly dressed slabs of stone unadorned by any kind of imagery.  
 Below the central sections of their walls, the adhiṣṭhānas of the Vīrabhadra and 
Gūḍlēśvara temples are composed of a series of distinctive horizontal moldings that characterize 
the majority of temples built in Hoysaḷa territories during the 12th century (figs. 6.1, 6.23, 3.23).  
The design of the Vīrabhadra temple’s adhiṣṭhāna omits the two uppermost levels from the usual 
pattern and varies some of the wider moldings with sculpted elephant, vine, and garland motifs,27 
but the Gūḍlēśvara temple’s adhiṣṭhāna reproduces the sequence in full.  This adhiṣṭhāna type, 
like the contours and pilasters that articulate both temples’ walls, is also found on many 11th- 
and 12th-century Vēsara temples of southern and central Karṇāṭaka, sometimes with minor 
variations (figs. 1.18, 5.36).  Notably, for later temples built in a Vēsara modality, such as the 
Mādhavarāya temple of Beḷḷūr (Mandya Dt.; ca. 1284 C.E.), the moldings of the adhiṣṭhāna are 
different, with less variety in width and shape between the different levels.28 
 The structural similarities between the Vīrabhadra and Gūḍlēśvara temples were no doubt 
deliberate; not only do they produce a visual harmony between two buildings that stand 
alongside one another, they may also have served to underscore a ritual relationship between the 
temples.  Although the Vīrabhadra temple’s sculptural imagery sets it apart and the greater size 
and height of the Gūḍlēśvara temple suggests its former precedence, the architectural 
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27 Notably, the Vīrabhadra temple’s adhiṣṭhāna imagery is only found on the vimāna and on the westernmost parts 
of the raṅga-maṇḍapa’s exterior; it stops abruptly on both the northern and southern sides of the temple, suggesting 
that the sculptors who carved them stopped their work just as abruptly.
28 See MAR 1939, pp. 32-33; Foekema 1994, vol. 2, Plates 168-169.
conventions the temples share associate one with the other.  The Gūḍlēśvara temple’s simpler 
walls may indicate that it is the earlier of the two buildings; if this is the case, then there is a 
strong possibility that the architect(s) of the Vīrabhadra temple based its design directly on that 
of its nearby predecessor, adding sculptural imagery to existing spaces along the center of the 
wall and within the flat levels of the adhiṣṭhāna.  Alternatively, both temples may have been 
designed together, with differences in size, height, and ornamentation determined by ritual 
functions, the aims and means of patrons and artists, or a combination of these.  Though possible, 
it seems unlikely that the Gūḍlēśvara temple postdates its sculptural neighbor, particularly when 
we consider unfinished areas of sculpture on the Vīrabhadra temple (fig. 6.25).29  Whatever the 
temples’ relative chronology may be, for much of the Hoysaḷa period they stood together at the 
northeastern end of the capital, simultaneously connected to and differentiated from one another 
by their spatial, architectural, and stylistic relationships.
The Hoysaḷa Style of the Vīrabhadra Temple
 The Hoysaḷa-style characteristics that distinguish the Vīrabhadra temple from its less 
ornate neighbor are immediately recognizable: With its walls lined in prominent figures framed 
by curling vines, each intricate composition is carved in a high relief that brings depth and 
texture to the temple’s exterior (figs. 6.22–6.24).  Yet the Vīrabhadra temple’s particular 
combination of architectural and sculptural forms is unlike that of any other Hoysaḷa-style 
temple.  Its design combines both general types of the Hoysaḷa temple style,30  and the way it 
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29 See n. 39 below for further comments on the Vīrabhadra temple’s unfinished sculpture.
30 See chapters 1 and 3 for a discussion of the two general varieties of the Hoysaḷa style.  M.A. Dhaky has also 
noticed the Vīrabhadra temple’s combination of stylistic principles from both “trends” within the Hoysaḷa style, but 
his discussion is brief (Dhaky 1996, p. 406).
does so relates specifically to the most prominent temples of Dōrasamudra.  Within an 
architectural framework that characterizes 12th-century Hoysaḷa-style temples built outside the 
capital, the Vīrabhadra temple displays many sculptural elements that were developed for the 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple and came to characterize the city’s distinctive variety of the Hoysaḷa style.  
The elephant and vine imagery carved into two of the lower moldings of the temple’s adhiṣṭhāna 
transpose the friezes of Dōrasamudra’s Hoysaḷa style onto the structure of a more common type 
of architectural base (fig. 6.26).  While these sculptural embellishments are stylistically 
significant, it is the figural panels at the center of the wall that give the Vīrabhadra temple its 
strongest connection to the monumental temples at the center of the city. 
 The Vīrabhadra temple’s large figural panels, which average approximately 105–110 cm. 
in height, occupy a significant portion of the relatively short walls (which rise approximately 2.5 
m. from the ground to the level of the chādya, or eave),31 and would perhaps seem more suitable 
to a larger temple.  Whereas the figural imagery of other Hoysaḷa-style temples typically shares 
its compositional field with large images of temple towers, as is the case for most ca. 12th-
century examples (figs. 1.19, 3.23),32 or is raised on an adhiṣṭhāna of sculpted friezes that 
collectively occupy a greater portion of the elevation than the images above them, as we see in 
Dōrasamudra’s monumental Hoysaḷa-style temples and their ca. mid-13th-century successors 
(figs. 3.3, 3.41, 3.44),33  the Vīrabhadra temple’s figural panels occupy the entire pictorial fields 
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31 I have estimated the height of the wall based on my measurements for the heights of the adhiṣṭhāna and image 
blocks (approximately 87 cm. and 105–110 cm., respectively), and the proportion of these measurements to the 
entire wall, as measured in photographs (approximately 35% and 43%, respectively).  I do not have a direct 
measurement for the entire height of the wall.
32 See my discussion of the Hoysaḷa style in chapters 1 and 3.  In ca. 12th-century Hoysaḷa-style temples outside 
Dōrasamudra, the figures that occupy narrower segments of the exterior wall are sometimes carved below a long, 
vertical vine motif rather than the image of a temple tower, but the architectural imagery above the more prominent 
figures sets the proportions for figural vs. non-figural imagery in each panel.
33 See Appendix I and chapters 1 and 3.
provided by the surfaces of their respective blocks of stone and are even taller than the temple’s 
adhiṣṭhāna, which is approximately 87 cm. in height.  Furthermore, schematic kūṭa-stambhas of 
the type seen above the deities lining the walls of the Hoysaḷēśvara and similarly designed 
temples are omitted from the Vīrabhadra temple’s walls, so that its figures command the full 
attention of the viewer. 
 Few other surviving Hoysaḷa-style temples synthesize a full-block figural composition 
with a molded adhiṣṭhāna and bhadra-based layout.  Those that do, including the Hoysaḷēśvara 
temple’s Sūrya shrine (fig. 6.27) and the Vēṇugōpāla and Narasiṃha shrines of the Vīra-
Nārāyaṇa temple at Beḷavāḍi (7 km. to Dōrasamudra’s north; fig. 6.28), incorporate kūṭa-
stambhas above a lower secondary chādya, and the slender pilasters that frame the Vīrabhadra 
temple’s most prominent figures are absent from their walls.34  Between the Hoysaḷēśvara 
temple’s Sūrya shrine, the Vīrabhadra temple, and the Beḷavāḍi Vēṇugōpāla and Narasiṃha 
shrines, figural compositions occupy the greatest amount of the Vīrabhadra temple’s exterior.  
The Vīrabhadra temple’s smaller size accounts partly for this, but the relative heights of each 
temple’s figural panels and adhiṣṭhānas suggest an exceptional prioritization of the central figural 
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34 Because of their rare stylistic idiom and the loss of any associated inscriptions, the date of the Beḷavāḍi 
Vēṇugōpāla and Narasiṃha shrines is uncertain, though it must fall between the mid-12th and mid-13th centuries.  
Both shrines are part of a later eastern extension of the Vīra-Nārāyaṇa temple, which existed at least by 1206 C.E. 
(MAR 1933, p. 81 regarding this date; pp. 80-90 for discussion of the temple).  The Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s Sūrya 
shrine may represent a later stage in that temple’s construction than the main double-sanctum body, but the stylistic 
consistency of its figures with those of the rest of the temple suggests a date within the mid-12th century.  The 
Lakṣmī-Narasiṃha temple of Bhadrāvati (MAR 1931, pp. 3-6) and the Lakṣmīkānti temple of Muḷḷūr (MAR 1937, 
pp. 10-13) also combine the molded adhiṣṭhāna with the secondary chādya and kūṭa-stambha wall design, but their 
figural panels are significantly smaller than those at Dōrasamudra and Beḷavādi, and they occupy only a portion of 
their respective blocks of stone (see Foekema 1994, vol. 2, Pls. 194-197, 342-343).  Both of these temples bear 
many unfinished exterior sculptures.
   Figural blocks from another temple that may have combined large-format figural compositions with a molded 
adhiṣṭhāna are now found in the Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava compound, outside their original architectural context(s).  The 
location of the temple(s) from which these blocks came has not yet been determined, but it is worth noting that the 
corners of some are articulated with a pilaster, similar to those of the Vīrabhadra temple (fig. A.8).  See Appendix II 
(pp. 381-382) for further discussion.
imagery at Dōrasamudra.  Whereas the adhiṣṭhānas of the Beḷavāḍi shrines are taller than their 
figural compositions, as is the case for most Hoysaḷa-style temples, both the Vīrabhadra temple 
and the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s Sūrya shrine have image panels that surpass their adhiṣṭhānas in 
height, at a ratio of about 5:4.35  The Nagarēśvara-site temples are also relevant to this point: 
although their image panels are not taller than their adhiṣṭhānas, they are nearly as tall and are 
therefore proportionally greater than the images of Hoysaḷa-style temples in other cities.36 
 The prioritization of figural imagery in Dōrasamudra may have been the reason that the 
designers of the Vīrabhadra temple eliminated the two uppermost levels of adhiṣṭhāna moldings 
from the typical pattern seen in other 12th-century temples, which I noted above.  This 
adaptation of the conventional design produced a lower adhiṣṭhāna that left a greater portion of 
the temple’s wall to be filled by figural compositions.  As a result of this design, the figures of the 
Vīrabhadra temple’s exterior possess a dominance that their smaller counterparts at other sites 
lack, but which they share with other temples of the Hoysaḷa capital.  Another result is a 
lowering of the images to a human level.  Viewers need not look upward to see the deities and 
other figures that line the Vīrabhadra temple’s walls, as they must for the lofty images of the 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple, or even for the somewhat lower figures of the Nagarēśvara-site temples 
and Beḷavāḍi shrines.  Rather than diminish the impact of the images, however, the Vīrabhadra 
temple’s design potentially intensifies the force of a visitor’s visual experience.  The lower 
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35 An average image panel on the Sūrya shrine is about 161 cm. in height, and its adhiṣṭhāna is about 128.5 cm. tall; 
161/128.5 = ~1.25, or 5/4.  The corresponding numbers for the Vīrabhadra temple are ~109 cm. and ~87 cm.; 
109/87 = ~1.25, or 5/4.  For the Beḷavāḍi shrines, the ratio of image panel height to adhiṣṭhāna height is 
approximately 4:5.  I have based this last ratio on measurements taken from photographs, as I do not have 
measurements for the image panels at Beḷavāḍi.  Since the adhiṣṭhānas of the two shrines under discussion are 
approximately 137.5 cm. (Vēṇugōpāla) and 134 cm. (Narasiṃha), I estimate that the image panels are between 105–
110 cm., similar in size to those of the Vīrabhadra temple.
36 The image blocks from the Nagarēśvara site range from about 135–150 cm. in height, and the adhiṣṭhānas of the 
northern and southern temples are approximately 157.5 cm. tall.  See Appendix I and chapter 3.
position of the central figural panels enables a visitor to come face-to-face (or nearly so) with the 
divine and semidivine beings that populate the walls of the temple, and to enter the space of the 
deities themselves.
 The placement of the figural panels in the Vīrabhadra temple is important from an 
aesthetic perspective also, as it enables viewers to examine and appreciate the details of the 
sculptural imagery from a closer point of view.  The expertly sculpted forms of the supple 
bodies, rich attire, and lush vegetation of the figural compositions are strikingly similar to those 
of Dōrasamudra’s Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples.  Artists from the same 
workshop(s) that were employed for the monumental projects at the center of the capital 
probably also produced the imagery on the Vīrabhadra temple’s exterior, creating large figural 
compositions that similarly occupy the entire outward-facing sides of their respective blocks of 
stone.  If so, then these artists and their workshop(s), as I argued in chapter 3, must indeed have 
been identified with the city of Dōrasamudra, not only with the kings whose court was based 
there.  Although the patron(s) of the Vīrabhadra temple are unknown, the modest size of the 
temple and the unfinished nature of some of its sculptural imagery suggest that the individual(s) 
or group(s) who sponsored the temple’s construction may have had more limited resources than 
we might expect for Hoysaḷa royalty during the 12th century.  Their resources were also more 
limited than those of the non-royal patrons of the temples built closer to the palace.
 Through its large figural panels, this small temple in the northernmost quarter of 
Dōrasamudra manifests a key component of the sculptural temple style that was first developed 
for the city.  Despite the impressive effect produced by the images’ size, high relief, and 
intricacy, however, the temple lacks both the stellate plan and the sculptural corners that create 
the kind of complex, uninterrupted field of imagery seen on the walls of the monumental temples 
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of central Dōrasamudra (figs. 6.29, 6.30).  The stepped bhadra layout of the Vīrabhadra temple 
provides fewer surfaces for sculptural imagery than the faceted walls created by a multi-pointed 
stellate plan.  In the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples, every exposed face of stone on 
the blocks comprising the wall’s central section is carved into a figural composition, and corners 
merge the compositions of each block’s adjacent sides.  The staggered projections of the 
Vīrabhadra temple’s exterior, on the other hand, create a format in which most compositions of a 
particular wall are oriented in the same direction, and until the wall turns a corner there is little 
space for sculpture on the lateral sides of a figural block.  Carving a figure into such a space was 
not impossible, however, as the narrow images adorning equivalent surfaces within the 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s Sūrya shrine demonstrate (fig. 6.31; compare fig. 6.27).  Evidently, 
maintaining the effect of continuous imagery seen on the Hoysaḷēśvara temple was important for 
the Sūrya shrine but expendable for the Vīrabhadra temple.  Although the Sūrya shrine’s 
continuous sculptural effect is less consistent than that of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s primary 
double-sanctum body, many of the blocks comprising the central figural section of its elevation 
bear sculptural corners that meld one composition into the next.37
 By contrast, the Vīrabhadra temple’s figural compositions are clearly separated from one 
another, and the pilasters that mark the corners of its central bhadras and corner blocks create a 
stark division between adjacent panels, framing and containing their images.  The Vīrabhadra 
temple is not entirely without sculptural corners, but it would appear that artists deliberately 
chose to confine sculptural corners to the least prominent areas of the wall.  Hard corners 
dissolve into sculptural edges within the narrow panels flanking the central figures of the stepped 
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37 Among the Sūrya shrine’s figural blocks that do not exhibit the sculptural corner, many bear clear signs of 
incomplete sculpting, such as chisel marks that have not been smoothed down or areas of the block that have not 
been carved into their full level of relief.  It is possible that sculptural imagery or embellishment was intended for 
the corners of these blocks but was never executed.
bhadra-clusters, but their compositions remain contained within the rectangular space of each 
slab (fig. 6.22–6.26).  The only block of stone within the Vīrabhadra temple that has truly been 
transformed into a sculpture — a hooded male figure oriented to the diagonal — is in the 
recessed corner that forms the transition between the maṇḍapa and vimāna on the southern side 
of the temple (fig. 6.32).38  For the more prominent projecting central bhadras and major corners 
of the temple’s exterior, the vibrant images emerging from the wall are visually compelling and 
often dynamic, but they are unambiguously contained between the pilasters that delineate the 
borders of their respective spaces (figs. 6.26, 6.30).
 If artists in 12th-century Dōrasamudra had the ability to fill every inch of a temple wall 
with sculptural imagery, as they did for the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples, what 
held them back at the Vīrabhadra temple?  One explanation might be the added expense that 
must have been involved in creating such a wall, which would have demanded more hours of the 
artists and, perhaps, more direct work from the master sculptors, who conceivably would have 
been more skilled at composing and executing the kind of challenging sculptural corner that 
abounds in the Hoysaḷēśvara temple.  The size of the Vīrabhadra temple suggests that its 
patron(s) had a much lower budget than the patrons of the monumental temples in central and 
southeastern Dōrasamudra.  Moreover, the unfinished figural panels found in the temple’s 
northern and southern walls, together with the abruptly halted imagery of the adhiṣṭhāna (see 
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38 As discussed in chapter 3, such recessed corner figures are also found in Dōrasamudra’s Kēdārēśvara temple and 
in some Hoysaḷa-style temples of the mid-13th century.  The block that comprises the corresponding area on the 
northern side of the Vīrabhadra temple has no sculptural corner; instead, the female figure it contains faces west and 
the northern side of the block remains unadorned.
figs. 6.22, 6.25), may indicate that funding ran short before the temple’s sculptors finished their 
work.39 
 Budget constraints aside, the artists and patrons of the Vīrabhadra temple may have 
decided that a rectilinear bhadra-based layout and a restrained development of sculptural corners 
were more appropriate to the specific location the temple occupied.  One consideration may have 
been the Vīrabhadra temple’s relationship to the neighboring Gūḍlēśvara temple.  As the 
articulation of the Gūḍlēśvara temple’s walls is primarily achieved through the contours of its 
staggered bhadras and the slender pilasters that frame them (fig. 6.1), the repetition of this basic 
layout for the Vīrabhadra temple and the carving of similar pilasters to frame its more prominent 
figural panels form a visual connection between the walls of the two temples.  (Their adhiṣṭhānas 
created another visual connection, and their towers, if indeed the temples had towers, may have 
formed yet another.)  Had the Vīrabhadra temple been built with a radial, multipointed plan such 
as those of the temples at the center of the city, or had all its corners been carved into sculptural 
forms that created a continuous stream of imagery along its walls, these visual parallels would 
have been lost.  
 Another site-specific reason for the design’s shift away from the type of wall seen in the 
Hoyasaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples may have been that the complex and visually 
impressive sculptural features of the latter were exclusive to the central node of Dōrasamudra 
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39 The most highly finished sculptural work is found in the western part of the temple, with panels bearing increasing 
signs of incompleteness (such as coarse details and visible chisel marks) as one proceeds eastward along either side; 
in the easternmost panels of the northern and southern walls, figures remain roughed out, with only the broad 
contours of their features perceptible to the viewer.  It appears that the sculptors began their work on the western end 
of the temple then moved eastward along both the northern and southern sides simultaneously until the 
discontinuation of their payment or some other event forced them to abandon the project.  Vidya Dehejia and Peter 
Rockwell are currently completing a book that focuses on seemingly unfinished work in the stone architecture of 
premodern South Asia.  Their article on South Asia’s rock-cut monuments argues for “a flexible concept of 
finish” (Dehejia and Rockwell 2011), a principle that may apply to Dōrasamudra’s Vīrabhadra temple.
that these temples occupied.  If the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples’ stellate vimānas 
and the dominance of sculptural form over their underlying architectural frameworks created a 
unique visual prestige for the city of Dōrasamudra and the Hoysaḷa state that was based there,40 
then perhaps the expression of this visual prestige to its fullest possible extent was cultivated 
only at the center of the capital.  The Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples stood at the 
geographic midpoint of the north-south rājamārga and they became a point of convergence for 
the interests of multiple elites, including merchants, kings, and courtiers.  These temples’ 
monumentality and extraordinary sculptural design — effected not only by the corner treatment 
of figural blocks but also by the series of pictorial friezes comprising their adhiṣṭhānas — 
contributed importantly to the status of this central zone within the city.  In contrast, the 
containment of the Vīrabhadra temple’s sculptural forms within the edges of each building block, 
emphasized in the most prominent panels by framing pilasters, was perhaps more appropriate to 
the character of its neighborhood than a full emulation of the temples at the center of 
Dōrasamudra would have been.  Likewise, the Vīrabhadra temple’s smaller size, staggered 
rectilinear plan, and molded adhiṣṭhāna — all of which essentially conformed to a widespread 
set of conventions seen in 12th-century temple architecture — tempered the degree to which it 
manifested the distinctive style seen in the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples.  
 Even as the Vīrabhadra temple’s conventional architectural framework aligned it with the 
Gūḍlēśvara temple and differentiated it from the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples, its 
figural compositions — collectively the most prominent feature of its exterior — unmistakably 
came out of the sculptural style developed for Dōrasamudra in the 12th century.  Their 
combination of high relief, visual dynamism, sculptural intricacy, and large scale were hallmarks 
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40 See chapter 3 for my expanded discussion of this and other claims made in this paragraph about the Hoysaḷēśvara 
and Nagarēśvara-site temples.
of the city’s Hoysaḷa-style temples.  This duality in the temple’s design — on the one hand 
displaying a series of visually commanding images that create a link to the sculptural temples at 
the heart of the city, and on the other limiting the kind of sculptural dominance seen in those 
temples by expressing the underlying architectural framework of the walls — is not unlike the 
duality of the rājamārga, which both connected the northeastern quarter with central to 
southeastern Dōrasamudra and separated it from that highly elite sector of the city.  By 
incorporating the extraordinary sculptural forms of 12th-century Dōrasamudra into a design that 
suited its immediate surroundings, the Vīrabhadra temple participated in the visual prestige of 
the Hoysaḷa capital, contributing importantly to the character of the northeastern quarter and to 
the ongoing formation of the city as a whole.
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Conclusions
 The temples of Dōrasamudra, as this dissertation has aimed to show, were at once 
profoundly distinctive as individual monuments and fundamentally connected to the greater city 
within which they stood.  As prominent buildings within an actively and continually developing 
city, each temple played an important role in the formation of the urban landscape.  Their 
connections to Dōrasamudra went beyond this physical integration into their surroundings, 
however.  As I have argued, the specific temples on which this dissertation has focused also 
contributed to the city’s prestige, by virtue of the very distinction and individuality that each 
embodied.  
 Each chapter has presented a study of an individual temple or group of temples, but a 
number of common themes have emerged between them.  One of these is the spatial relationship 
of each temple to the rest of the city, and the connection that this relationship bears to the 
temples’ patronage.  The concentration of surviving Hoysaḷa-period temples and ruins in the 
eastern part of the fortified zone points to the elite development of this stretch of Dōrasamudra 
and relates to the prominent road running from its northern to southern ends, which I have 
identified as the rājamārga.  This Hoysaḷa-period thoroughfare has been important to my 
analysis of the temples’ positions within the city, as has been the east-west road that ran from the 
palace compound to the peninsula where the Kēdārēśvara temple was eventually built.  As routes 
of movement throughout the city, roads gave access to temples, both spatially and visually: while 
temple-visitors could use these urban pathways to approach their destination, passers-by would 
have seen the monuments in their presence.  
 At the geographic midpoint of the north-south rājamārga, the largest and most sculptural 
temples of Dōrasamudra — the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples — displayed a 
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monumental grandeur that both suited their central location and reinforced the very notions of 
centrality and importance upon that location.  Built through the patronage of elite merchants, 
they marked a node of convergence for multiple zones and populations of the city.  At the same 
time, the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s southern approach points to its connection with the palace and 
the king for whom it was named.  The Pārśvanātha basadi, located at the intersection of the 
rājamārga and the east-west road issuing from the palace compound, occupied another central 
node within the city that the author of its foundation inscription deemed worth mentioning: the 
text proclaims that the temple was built “in the middle of the greatest of capital cities, 
Dhōrasamudra.” 1  Its proximity to the palace perhaps speaks to the courtly position of its patron, 
Boppadēva, and that of his father, the prominent general Gaṅgarāja, in whose memory the temple 
was built.  The Kēdārēśvara temple was removed from the rājamārga, but it occupied a 
prominent and powerful position at the end of the road leading eastward from the palace.  
Standing on axis with the seat of the king, its location underscored and was no doubt determined 
by its royal patronage.  Whereas all the monumental temples mentioned so far were built by 
especially wealthy and elite patrons in the central to southeastern part of the city, the smaller 
temples that characterize northeastern Dōrasamudra suggest a lower level of wealth among the 
patrons of that neighborhood’s temples.  Even so, the very fact that stone temples were built in 
the northeastern zone indicates a more pronounced elite presence there than in areas of the city 
where no such remains have been found.
 All the temples studied in this dissertation occupied prominent positions within 
Dōrasamudra, whether because of their location on the north-south rājamārga or through their 
relationship to the palace and its associated east-west road.  Their visibility from well-traveled 
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1 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 389 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 124], l. 52.
routes and central nodes of the city lent itself to a second theme that has emerged between the 
chapters of this dissertation, that of the visual prestige associated with rare or unique features in 
the temples’ architecture or sculpture.  This theme came through most prominently in my 
discussion of the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples, both of which displayed a complex 
sculptural wall that could be seen in no other city.  The elevational composition developed for the 
exterior walls of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple in the years leading up to 1120 C.E. — with a base 
consisting of sculptural friezes, a central section of large, dynamic figural compositions, and an 
upper section of schematic kūṭa-stambhas — was repeated in other temples of Dōrasamudra 
during the 12th and early 13th century, but it was not until around the second quarter of the 13th 
century that temples in other cities boasted this type of visually impressive wall.  For an entire 
century, then, it appears that this type of Hoysaḷa-style temple could be seen only in 
Dōrasamudra: on the monumental temples at the center of the city, in partial finish on the smaller 
temple now known as the Hūcēśvara, and on the Kēdārēśvara temple.  The smaller temple in the 
northeastern quarter that now enshrines an image of Vīrabhadra does not display the same kind 
of sculpture-covered wall seen in these other temples, but the large dimensions and fluid, 
dynamic forms of its figural compositions bear the mark of Dōrasamudra’s 12th-century 
sculptors and come out of the stylistic principles they developed for the temples at the center of 
the capital.  Imagery carved along some of the temple’s adhiṣṭhāna moldings further strengthens 
its connection to the city’s distinctive variety of the Hoysaḷa style and the prestige it expressed.
 The Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site temples may have been the earliest monuments to 
display the tripartite sculptural wall that characterized the Hoysaḷa style of Dōrasamudra, but 
what distinguished them the most were the sculptural corners of their most prominent figural 
blocks.  This corner treatment created a wall that united sculptural and architectural form, 
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producing a continuous field of detailed imagery made all the more striking by the high relief and 
dynamic quality of its sculpted forms.  Such sculptural corners were not repeated in any other 
city — indeed, they seem to have remained exclusive to the central area of Dōrasamudra where 
these temples stood, endowing the heart of the city with a visual prestige that it maintains to this 
day.
 Exterior sculpture was not the only means by which the temples of Dōrasamudra visually 
distinguished their city.  The Pārśvanātha basadi did so through its exceptionally large and finely 
carved devotional image.  Two other Jain temples in Dōrasamudra enshrined similarly 
monumental jinas, but outside the pilgrimage site of Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa images of such proportions 
seem not to have been found anywhere else in Hoysaḷa country.  Indeed, such images were a 
rarity anywhere on the subcontinent, and the presence of three within the Hoysaḷa capital must 
have enhanced the city’s cachet.
 These colossal jina images relate to another theme that has arisen in more than one 
chapter of this dissertation: the cultivation of associations with established centers of sacred 
power located elsewhere in the Hoysaḷa world.  Not only were the monumental jinas of 
Dōrasamudra visually impressive in their own right, they helped build connections between the 
Hoysaḷa capital and the Jain pilgrimage site of Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, where temples enshrined 
similarly large images.  Among the temples of Dōrasamudra, the Pārśvanātha basadi perhaps 
established the strongest connections with the sacred tīrtha.  In addition to producing a visual-
ritual experience that must have recalled that of Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa’s monumental jinas, the image 
of Pārśvanātha seems to have specifically referenced its counterpart on Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa’s small 
hill.  More than this, the patronage, dedication, and institutional affiliation of the Pārśvanātha 
basadi strengthened its link to the pilgrimage site.  The family of its patron, Boppadēva, had 
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been instrumental in the development of Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa during the 12th century, and 
Gaṅgarāja, whom the temple in Dōrasamudra was built to honor, was especially prominent as a 
patron there.  Boppadēva, Gaṅgarāja, and other members of their family had studied with gurus 
of the Mūla Saṅgha at Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, and it was this monastic order — by far the most 
prominent at the pilgrimage site — that Boppadēva established at the Pārśvanātha basadi in 
Dōrasamudra.  The shared affiliation of the temple’s monastic leadership with that of Śravaṇa 
Beḷgoḷa invested the Hoysaḷa capital with the authority of southern India’s leading center of Jain 
pilgrimage, devotion, and ascetic practice.
 The establishment of the Kēdārēśvara temple in Dōrasamudra brought another kind of 
sacred authority to the Hoysaḷa capital.  Founded by the king Ballāḷa II and his queen Abhinava-
Kētaladēvi,2 the temple localized deities from powerful Kāḷāmukha institutions on the northern 
frontier of the kingdom.  In dedicating their temple to Śiva as Lord of Kēdāra, the royal couple 
seems to have looked to the Kēdārēśvara temple of Baḷḷigāve, a premier center of Kāḷāmukha 
leadership that attracted the patronage of numerous kings and their subordinates, and that styled 
itself as a viable pilgrimage alternative to the Himālayan Kēdāra.  Although the Hoysaḷas had 
longstanding ties to Baḷḷigāve, and although Abhinava-Kētaladēvi herself was a native of the 
region, the city was in contested territory.  By bringing Kēdārēśvara to Dōrasamudra, Ballāḷa and 
his queen ensured the presence of that powerful deity at the heart of the Hoysaḷa kingdom.  
Similarly, the enshrinement of Sarasvatī within the temple’s southern sanctum may have been 
linked to the prominent shrine of that goddess on the southern side of Gadag’s Trikūṭēśvara 
temple, another established center of Kāḷāmukha power in a region that came in and out of 
Hoysaḷa control. 
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2 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 309 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 115].
 Among all the temples studied in this dissertation, the Kēdārēśvara had the strongest 
connection to Hoysaḷa royalty, both through its patronage and through its axial relationship to the 
palace within the city’s geography.  Temples founded by other members of the Hoysaḷa elite, 
however, were also connected to royal interests.  Before establishing the Kēdārēśvara temple 
with his queen, Ballāḷa II made a donation to the Māṇikēśvara temple on the occasion of his 
coronation.  This temple, which I have identified as part of the Nagarēśvara site, had been 
founded earlier by a collective of jewel merchants, and its Kāḷāmukha leadership appears to have 
attracted the interest of the new king.3  The Hoysaḷēśvara temple combined the interests of 
merchants and royalty from the time of its establishment.  Founded by the merchant Kētamalla, 
the Hoysaḷēśvara temple was built in honor of Viṣṇuvardhana, and the Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi inscription 
seems to state that this king gave his consent for the temple’s construction.4  The exact nature of 
Viṣṇuvardhana’s involvement in the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s foundation is uncertain, but the 
temple’s associations with Hoysaḷa royalty lasted for generations.  Most fundamentally, the name 
Hoysaḷēśvara linked the temple’s principal god to the Hoysaḷa king and dynasty.  Connections to 
the royal house were further reinforced through the temple’s spatial and visual relationships to 
the Hoysaḷa palace, the royal practices that were probably connected to these relationships, and 
the addition of at least one monument to the temple’s grounds commemorating the king’s most 
loyal servants, who sacrificed themselves in his honor.
 More information is available about Viṣṇuvardhana’s involvement with Boppadēva’s 
Pārśvanātha basadi, originally called the Drohagharaṭṭa-jinālaya in honor of Gaṅgarāja.  The 
king, attributing his recent military success and the birth of his son to the consecration of the 
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3 See EC (NS) 9, Bl. 328, 329 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 117, 118].
4 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 261 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 147], l. 83.  See chapter 3, n. 39.
basadi’s image, bestowed name Vijaya-Pārśvadēva upon the monumental jina and made a 
generous grant in support of the temple’s operations.5  More than a century later, Nārasiṃha III 
(while still a prince) demonstrated an interest in the same temple, documenting his engagement 
with the foundation inscription’s account of his dynastic lineage and a donation he made for the 
dharma of his lineage and for the prosperity of his father’s kingdom.6
 The active involvement of Hoysaḷa royalty in the most prominent temples of 
Dōrasamudra — and the ties that were otherwise cultivated between these kings and temples — 
suggest that the king had a stake in the temples of his capital, and that his support of and even 
participation in their ritual life contributed to his power as a ruler.  The idea that a king’s power 
and prestige were enhanced by the temples of his kingdom — and especially those of his capital 
city — is hardly new.  Though previous scholarship has not developed the specific relationships 
between kings and temples in Hoysaḷa Dōrasamudra to the extent that this dissertation has done, 
studies considering temples as expressions of kingly power and sites of royal practice abound in 
the secondary literature on the architectural and ritual histories of South Asia.7  As I have 
emphasized throughout this dissertation, however, the diverse patronage of Dōrasamudra’s 
temples suggests that the status associated with them had a wider reach.  Whether expressed 
visually on sculptural exterior walls, embodied in an impressive devotional image, or actualized 
through the sacred authority of their deities and ritual leadership, the prestige that was 
manifested in the temples of Dōrasamudra was not limited to a specific individual or group, such 
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6 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 390 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 125].  See also EC (NS) 9, Bl. 391 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 126].
7 A few of the many studies to expand on themes relating kingship to temples are: Dirks 1976; Appadurai 1978; 
Kulke 1978/1993 (esp. pp. 13-15) and 1980/1993 (other essays in Kulke 1993 are also relevant); Inden 1985; Fritz 
and Michell 1987 (esp. pp. 121-127); Dehejia, ed. 1988.
as the king or the royal court.  Rather, it glorified the city itself, enhancing the status of multiple 
communities who lived and operated there.
 The diversity of forms among Hoysaḷa-period temples suggests that Dōrasamudra was 
not the only city to be distinguished by a singular architectural monument.  The Īśvara temple of 
Arasīkere (ca. late 12th century; figs. 7.1, 7.2), for instance, must have enhanced the visual 
prestige of its city much as the Hoysaḷēśvara temple and its stylistic successors did for 
Dōrasamudra.  A temple unlike any other, its exterior presents a unique arrangement of Hoysaḷa 
style figures, kūṭa-stambhas, and slender pilasters within a stellate Bhūmija layout, the 
projections of which take the form of ornately faceted pillars (fig. 7.2).  The multi-pointed 
outline of its vimāna is echoed by that of its remarkable mukha-maṇḍapa, which is capped by a 
single monumental corbelled-dome ceiling (fig. 7.1).8  While Arasīkere attracted the patronage of 
Ballāḷa II, it was largely a mercantile city, and inscriptions that eulogize the place demonstrate a 
strong civic pride that must have been bolstered by the striking Īśvara temple.9  Other Hoysaḷa-
style temples surely enhanced the status of their cities too.  Even those with more conventional 
plans and elevations often display sculptural compositions that can be found nowhere else.  Most 
studies of Hoysaḷa-style temples thus far have sought to explain points of unity between the 
diverse monuments, but moving forward it may be useful to focus on their points of difference.  
Bringing attention to the features that make each temple unique would perhaps bring us closer to 
understanding the goals of the patrons and artists who created them.  While the temples these 
individuals built were visually identifiable as part of the Hoysaḷa kingdom, the variations that 
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8 For a descriptive overview of the temple, see MAR 1930, pp. 61-67 and Pls. XIV-XV facing pp. 59-60.  
9 The inscriptions of Arasīkere are published in EC (NS) 10, Ak. 1-46.  Among these, EC (NS) 10, Ak. 7, 12, 31, 33, 
39, and 44 describe the glories of the city and its diverse citizens [MAR 1928, no. 10; MAR 1930, no. 1; EC (OS) V, 
Ak. 77, 88, 90].
distinguish each monument were significant on a more local level, providing each city with a 
temple like no other.
 Looking to other regions and historical periods, the principles that have guided my 
analysis of the temples of Dōrasamudra may fruitfully be applied to the study of other temple 
sites throughout South Asia.  Many of the subcontinent’s most impressive temples were built in 
political capitals or other prominent cities, yet the majority of art-historical scholarship treats 
them as monuments that stand alone.  Even when an author acknowledges a temple’s place 
within such a city, rarely is there any extended discussion of the temple’s urban context.  
Temples in pilgrimage sites are more likely to be contextualized within their surroundings, but it 
is important not to conceptualize every historical site with multiple temples as a “temple town” 
or a ritual center.  While temples were certainly prominent within a city’s built landscape and 
were central to the ritual lives of many inhabitants and visitors, most belonged to cities with 
multiple roles and functions, not all of which converged on the temples themselves.  As is the 
case for Hoysaḷa-period Dōrasamudra, temples are the only buildings that still stand in many 
premodern cities.  By expanding the ways in which we study these temples, however — by 
considering the spatial relationships, material and visual forms, and social practices that 
dynamically produced their many urban contexts — we can gain a fuller understanding of both 
the temples and the cities to which they belonged.
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Map 1 — Central and Southern India.  © 2012 Mapabc.com, © 2012 Google.
Map 2 — Hoysaḷa country and surrounding regions.  © 2012 Mapabc.com, © 2012 Google.
Maps
 285
Map 3 — Haḷēbīḍ / Dōrasamudra.  
From Archaeological Survey of Mysore, Annual Report for the year 1930 (MAR 1930).
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Map 4 — “Plan of the Remains of the Ancient City of Dora Samudrum now called Halla Bede 
formerly Capital of the Carnatic previous to the First Mahomedan Invasion of The South of 
India from actual Survey on the 1st and 2nd of July 1806”.  Mackenzie Collection.  
Fortified city of Dōrasamudra in center, large reservoir (Dōrasamudra tank) to east (right), 
Beṇṇe Guḍḍa hill within fort, Puṣpagiri and Bairēdēvara Guḍḍa hills to south.
© The British Library Board, WD 2630.
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Map 4a — Detail of Mackenzie Collection plan of Dōrasamudra, showing fortified city.
© The British Library Board, WD 2630.
Numbers as indicated in “Explanation” (Map 3, lower right): “1. Line of Old Rampart  2. 
Ancient Gateways  3. Halla Bede Do. [Gateways].  4. Cat Iswar Pagoda [Kēdārēśvara temple]  
5. Ruined Building  6. The Seite & Vestiges of the Armunee or Ancient Palace  7. Jain Busty 
Pagoda  8. Great Pagoda of Ounst Iswar [Hoysaḷēśvara temple]  9. Fakiers Choultry”
Temples and Hoysaḷa-period fort walls in pink; residential/civic architecture, roads, and later 
village fortifications in tan.  Hoysaḷa-period northeastern fort wall faintly indicated; note gate in 
wall to north of later fort wall.  Kēdārēśvara temple mislabeled “6” in pencil and re-labeled “4” 
in ink.  Jain temple compound (three temples east of palace) mislabeled “5” in pencil and 
crossed out.  Cluster of buildings to immediate north of Jain temples is core of present-day 
Bastihaḷḷi. 
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Figure 1.1 — Haḷēbīḍ, Hoysaḷēśvara Temple viewed from west/southwest, ca. 1120 C.E. with 
12th-13th-century additions.
Figure 1.2 — Haḷēbīḍ, view from top of Beṇṇe Guḍḍa, looking east.  Pārśvanātha basadi in 
middle ground, Kēdārēśvara temple at end of road, Dōrasamudra tank and surrounding hills in 
background.
Figure 1.3 — Haḷēbīḍ, Beṇṇe Guḍḍa hill.  Viewed from Bairēdēvara Guḍḍa, hill to southeast.
Figures
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Figure 1.4 — Haḷēbīḍ, Nagarēśvara site, ca. mid-12th century.  Viewed from Beṇṇe Guḍḍa Hill 
to southwest.
Figure 1.5 — Haḷēbīḍ/Bastihaḷḷi, Jain temple 
compound from northeast.  Stepwell in foreground, 
Śāntinātha basadi at left, Pārśvanātha basadi at 
right. Smaller Ādinātha basadi between Ś. and P. 
basadis not visible.
Figure 1.6 — Haḷēbīḍ/Bastihaḷḷi, 
Pārśvanātha image, ca. 1133.  
Height 14–15 feet (4.27–4.57 m.).
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Figure 1.7 — Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, ca. 1200–1220, viewed from west.  Placement of 
sculptural panels altered during early 20th-century restoration.
Figure 1.8 — Haḷēbīḍ, Hūcēśvara temple, ca. 12th century, viewed from northeast.
Figure 1.9 — Haḷēbīḍ, Rudēśvara temple, ca. 12th–13th century.
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Figure 1.10 — Haḷēbīḍ, 
Gūḍlēśvara temple, ca. 
12th century, viewed 
from southwest.
Figure 1.11 — Haḷēbīḍ, 
Vīrabhadra temple, ca. 
12th century with later 
additions, viewed from 
south.
Figure 1.12 — Haḷēbīḍ, 
Raṅganātha temple, ca. 
12th–13th century with 
later additions, viewed 
from north.
292
Figure 1.13 (below) — Haḷēbīḍ, 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple, detail from 
south.
Figure 1.14 (left) — Śravaṇa 
Beḷgoḷa, Cāmuṇḍarāya basadi, ca. 
late 10th century.
Figure 1.15 — Aralaguppe, Umā-Māhēśvara 
image in Kallēśvara temple, ca. 9th–10th century.
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Figure 1.16 — Aṅgaḍi, Jain temple, 
ca. 11th century, from southwest.
Figure 1.17 — 
Aṅgaḍi, Cenna-
Kēśava temple, ca. 
late 11th–early 12th 
century.
Figure 1.18 — 
Hāvēri, 
Siddhēśvara 




Figure 1.19 — Kikkēri, Brahmēśvara temple, ca. 1171.
Figure 1.20 (left) — Somanāthapura, 
Kēśava temple, ca. 1268, from southwest 
(two of three vimānas visible).


































































































































































































Figure 3.3 — Hoysaḷēśvara Temple, southern vimāna from southwest.
Figure 3.2 — Hoysaḷēśvara Temple, from east.
Figure 3.1 — Haḷēbīḍ, Hoysaḷēśvara Temple viewed from west/southwest, ca. 1120 C.E. with 
12th-13th-century additions.
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Figure 3.5 — Hoysaḷēśvara Temple, detail of figural panels (southern side, south/southwest).
Figure 3.4 — Hoysaḷēśvara Temple, detail of friezes (southern side, southeast).
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 Figure 3.6 — Hoysaḷēśvara Temple, 
plan from Annual Report of the 
Archaeological Survey of Mysore for 
the year 1930 (MAR 1930).
Figure 3.7 — Hoysaḷēśvara Temple, southern raṅga-maṇḍapa, looking towards sanctum.
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Figure 3.9 — Hoysaḷēśvara temple, 
Western subsidiary shrine of southern 
vimāna, northern side.  Note obscured 
figural panel behind lower eave.
Figure 3.8 — Hoysaḷēśvara Temple, southern Nandī maṇḍapa and Sūrya shrine, from south.
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Figure 3.10 – Hoysaḷēśvara temple, 
central eastern shrine, exterior.
Figure 3.11 — Hoysaḷēśvara temple, 
central eastern shrine, interior.
Figure 3.13 – Hoysaḷēśvara temple, central 
hall interior, west.  Note central shrine.
Figure 3.12 – Hoysaḷēśvara temple, 
central western shrine, exterior.
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Figure 3.16 — Ghaṭṭadahaḷḷi inscription of Kētamalla, 
mentioning foundation of Hoysaḷēśvara temple in 
Dōrasamudra, 1120 C.E. 
Archaeological Museum, Halebid.
Photographed with the kind permission of the
Archaeological Survey of India.
Figure 3.15 – Hoysaḷēśvara temple from south, with mahādvāra.
Figure 3.14 – Hoysaḷēśvara temple, southern doorway.
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Figure 3.19 (left) — Udaipur (Madhya 
Pradesh), Udayeśvara temple, ca. 1059–
1080 C.E., illustrating Bhūmija mode. 
Photograph: American Institute of Indian 
Studies acc. no. 3415 (neg. no. B1.14).
Figure 3.18 (above) — Bēlūr, Cenna-Kēśava 
(Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa) temple with tower.  Photograph 
by Edmund D. Lyon, “Views in Mysore, Bailoor 
Temple,” 1868. © The British Library Board 21266.
Figure 3.17 — Bēlūr, Cenna-Kēśava (Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa) temple from southwest, ca. 1117 C.E.
Figure 3.20 (above) — Bēlūr, 
Cenna-Kēśava (Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa) 
temple, detail of southern wall.
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Figure 3.21 — Badami, Yallamā temple, from 
south, ca. late 11th century, illustrating Vēsara 
mode.
Figure 3.22 — Haḷēbīḍ, Hoysaḷēśvara temple, 
upper wall detail (northern vimāna, west).
Fig. 3.23a — Koravaṅgala, Būcēśvara 
temple, detail of western wall.
Figure 3.23 — Koravaṅgala, Būcēśvara temple, 
from west, ca. 1173 C.E.
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Figure 3.24 — Haḷēbīḍ, Nagarēśvara site, ca. mid-12th century.  Viewed from Beṇṇe Guḍḍa Hill 
to southwest.
Figure 3.25 — Nagarēśvara site, central temple, from south.
Figure 3.26 — Nagarēśvara site, detail of friezes on southern temple, from south.
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Figure 3.27 (left) — Haḷēbīḍ, 
Kēdārēśvara temple, eastern side of 
southern vimāna, ca. 1200–1220, 
with alterations made during early 
20th-century restoration.  Note 
Varāha figural panel (with vine base) 
on far left from Nagarēśvara site.  
Figures with bases of linear moldings 
from Kēdārēśvara temple.
Figure 3.28 (below) — Bēlūr, Āṇḍāḷ 
temple within Cenna-Kēśava 
compound, from southwest, ca. 16th–
17th century.  Sculptural panels reused 
from Hoysaḷa-period temples, large 
figures from Haḷēbīḍ Nagarēśvara site.
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Figure 3.29 —Varāha, Hoysaḷēśvara temple, south.  
Figure 3.31 —Varāha from Nagarēśvara site.  
Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, east-southeast.        
Figure 3.30 — Varāha, Hoysaḷēśvara, north.
Figure 3.32 — Varāha from Nagarēśvara 
site. Bēlūr, Āṇḍāḷ temple, south-southwest.
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Figure 3.34 — Varāha corner, 
Hoysaḷēśvara, north.
Figure 3.36 — Varāha corner from 
Nagarēśvara site, Bēlūr, Āṇḍāḷ temple.
Figure 3.33 —Varāha corner, 
Hoysaḷēśvara, south.
Figure 3.35 —Varāha corner from 
Nagarēśvara site, Kēdārēśvara temple. 
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Figure 3.37 — Goddess adjacent to 
Varāha, Hoysaḷēśvara, north.
Figure 3.38 — Haḷēbīḍ, Hūcēśvara temple, ca. 12th century, viewed from northwest.
Figure 3.39 — Haḷēbīḍ, unfinished figural block 
just north of Hūcēśvara temple.
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Figure 3.40 — Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, ca. 1200-1220, viewed from west.  Placement of 
sculptural panels altered during early 20th-century restoration.
Figure 3.41 — Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, detail of 
western vimāna, northern side.  All figural blocks shown 
are original to the Kēdārēśvara temple.  Note both 
principal (center) and recessed corner blocks (flanking 
center).
Figure 3.42 — Varāha panel from 
Kēdārēśvara temple, on eastern side 
of temple’s northern vimāna.
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Figure 3.43 — Hāranhaḷḷi, Somēśvara temple, from southwest, ca. 1234 C.E.  Bull 
statue on roof and structure built onto southern vimāna (right) are later additions.
Figure 3.44 (left) — Hāranhaḷḷi, Somēśvara 
temple, northern side, detail.  (Blank frieze 
marks unfinished narrative frieze.)
Figure 3.45 (below) — Haḷēbīḍ, Hoysaḷēśvara temple, 
northern vimāna from northwest.
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Figure 3.46 — Hoysaḷēśvara temple, northern antarāla doorway.
Figure 3.47 (right) — Hoysaḷēśvara temple, 
southern antarāla dvārapāla (compare figure 3.3). 
Note upper point broken off below capital molding.
Figure 3.48 — Hoysaḷēśvara temple, makara-tōraṇa lintel over southern antarāla doorway.
Figure 3.49 — Hoysaḷēśvara temple, makara-tōraṇa lintel over northern antarāla doorway.
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Figure 3.50 — Pillar monument of 
Kuvara Lakṣma, south/southwest of 
Hoysaḷēśvara temple, from south, 
ca. 1220 C.E.
Figure 3.51 — Pillar of 
Kuvara Lakṣma, detail, 
western side.
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Figure 4.2 — Haḷēbīḍ 
(Bastihaḷḷi), Basadi 
compound from northeast.  
Stepwell in foreground, 
Śāntinātha basadi at left, 
Pārśvanātha basadi at right.
Figure 4.1 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Basadi compound from northwest (Pārśvanātha basadi in foreground).
Figure 4.3 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi, plan from EITA I.3 (Dhaky 1996, fig. 176).
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Figure 4.6 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Ādinātha basadi (Hoysaḷa-
period Nakara Jinālaya dedicated to Mallinātha) viewed from 
northeast, ca. 1138.
Figure 4.4 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi viewed from east, ca. 1133 C.E.
Figure 4.5 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Śāntinātha basadi viewed from east, ca. 1256 C.E., porch ca. 16th–17th 
century.
Figure 4.7 — Haḷēbīḍ, Ādinātha basadi, 
original pīṭha for Mallinātha (note water 
pot lāñcana) with later image of Ādinātha.
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Figure 4.8 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi, interior from north 
(view across raṅga-maṇḍapa to Pārśvanātha in garbha-gṛha).
Figure 4.9 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Śāntinātha basadi, interior from north 
(view across raṅga-maṇḍapa to Śāntinātha in garbha-gṛha).
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Figure 4.12 — Haḷēbīḍ 
(Bastihaḷḷi), Mānastambha in 
front of Śāntinātha basadi,
Figure 4.10 — Halēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Basadi compound, mahādvāra from 
north (compound exterior).  (Pārśvanātha basadi seen in background, 
through door opening).  Reassembled Hoysaḷa-period materials with ca. 
16th–17th-century superstructure.
Figure 4.11 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Basadi compound, mahādvāra 
from south (compound interior).  Baḷi pīṭha in foreground.
Figure 4.13 — 
Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), 
Yakṣa enshrined at 
top of mānastambha, 
ca. 12th–13th century.
Figure 4.14 — 
Figure carved into 
mānastambha 
base, ca. 16th–
17th century.  
Photo: Anna 
Seastrand.
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Figure 4.15 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi from north.  View of baḷi pīṭha, 
mukhamaṇḍapa, and temple doorway.
Figure 4.16 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi from south (vimāna, south).
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Figure 4.17 — Pārśvanātha basadi, 
southern parapet, detail.
Figure 4.18 — Pārśvanātha basadi, eastern adhiṣṭhāna, makaras.
Figure 4.19 — Pārśvanātha basadi, bhadra on eastern 
adhiṣṭhāna, detail, elephants and makaras.
Figure 4.20 (below, left) — Pārśvanātha basadi, 
eastern adhiṣṭhāna detail, dancing male deity.
Figure 4.21 (below, center) — Pārśvanātha 
basadi, western adhiṣṭhāna detail, female deity. 
Figure 4.22 (below, right) — Pārśvanātha 
basadi, western adhiṣṭhāna detail, female figure 
with snakes, accompanied by hooded male 
figures.
          320
Figure 4.23 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi interior.  Raṅga-maṇḍapa from northwest.
Figure 4.24 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi interior.  Raṅga-maṇḍapa from east to west, 
view of central western subsidiary shrine.
          321
Figure 4.25 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi, central ceiling of raṅga-maṇḍapa. 
Figure 4.26 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha 
basadi, central panel of raṅga-maṇḍapa ceiling 
showing Dharaṇēndra and other figures. 
Figure 4.27 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi, 
side view of raṅga-maṇḍapa ceiling.
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Figure 4.28 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha 
basadi interior, yakṣa on southern side of raṅga-
maṇḍapa.
Figure 4.29 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha 
basadi interior, yakṣī on western side of antarāla.
Figure 4.30 (left) — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi 
interior, eastern central subsidiary shrine.
Figure 4.31 (below) — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi 
interior, eastern central subsidiary shrine’s triple pīṭha with 
lāñcanas (from left to right: goat of Kunthunātha, water pot of 
Mallinātha, boar of Vimalanātha)
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Figure 4.32 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi, 
Pārśvanātha image in garbha-gṛha, ca. 1133. 
Height approx. 4.27–4.57 m.  
Smaller image in foreground later addition.
Figure 4.33 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Śāntinātha 
basadi, Śāntinātha image in garbha-gṛha, ca. 1256.
Height approx. 4.27 m.  
Smaller image in foreground later addition.
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Figure 4.35 — Tīrthaṅkara from Dōrasamudra, 
found in mounds to south of basadis, now in 
Archaeological Museum, Haḷēbīḍ (acc. no. 488), 
ca. 12th century.  Height approx. 4.8 m.  
Surrounding framework assembled at museum.
Figure 4.34 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Jain temple 
mounds from Dōrasamudra to south of surviving 
basadis.  View of ASI survey team, 28 January 2009.
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Figure 4.36 — Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa viewed from a distance.
Figure 4.37 — Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, 
large hill (Doḍḍa Beṭṭa) viewed 
from small hill.
Figure 4.38 — Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, 
small hill (Cikka Beṭṭa) viewed 
from large hill.
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Figure 4.39 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), 








































Figure 4.40 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha basadi 
foundation inscription, detail of script (opening of text, with 
decorative motif).
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Figure 4.42 — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha image 
viewed in natural light. 
Figure 4.44 (right) — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), Pārśvanātha 
image detail with head and serpent canopy viewed from 
below.
Figure 4.43 (above, right) — Haḷēbīḍ (Bastihaḷḷi), 
Pārśvanātha image detail with head, serpent canopy, and 
parasol.























































































































































          329
Figure 4.50 — Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, large hill, Bāhubali, ca. 978–993 C.E. 
Height approx. 17.88 m.
Figure 4.51 — Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, 
small hill, Jina identified as 
Śāntinātha, ca. late 10th–11th 
century.  Height approx. 3.91 m.
          330
Figure 4.52 — Śravaṇa Beḷgoḷa, small hill, Pārśvanātha 
image, ca. late 10th–11th century.  Height approx. 5.16 m.
Figure 4.54 — Śravaṇa 
Beḷgoḷa, Pārśvanātha image 
detail, vine.
Figure 4.53 (above) — Śravaṇa 
Beḷgoḷa, Pārśvanātha image, back 
view.
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Figure 5.1 — Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple and road, western view.
Figure 5.2 — Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, ca. 1200–1220, viewed from northwest.  Placement 
of sculptural panels altered during early 20th-century restoration.
Figure 5.3 — Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, viewed from southeast.
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Figure 5.4 — Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, viewed from southwest.  Photograph anon. 
ca. 1850s–1860s.  © The British Library Board, Bowring Collection, MSS Eur G91, f.211a.
Figure 5.5 — Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, viewed from south.  Photograph by Chāmarājēndra 
Woḍeyar X, Jan. 1886.  From The Maharajah’s Tour (Hayes ed. 1887), between pp. 64–65.  








































































































































































Figure 5.8 — Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, 
northwestern subsidiary shrines inside raṅga-
maṇḍapa.
Figure 5.9 — Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, plan from 
Evans, Epic Narratives in the Hoysaḷa Temples (1997).






























































Figure 5.13 — Haḷēbīḍ, Kēdārēśvara temple, western antarāla doorway.







































































































































Figure 5.18 — Kolkata 
makara lintel from Haḷēbīḍ 
Kēdārēśvara temple, detail, 
Kṛṣṇa-Vēṇugōpāla.  Indian 
Museum N.S.2243 / A2523.


























































































































































Figure 5.24 — Copenhagen Kṛṣṇa 
lintel from Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara 
temple, detail, Kṛṣṇa-Kāḷiyadamana.  
National Museum of Denmark Da.665.
Figure 5.25 — Copenhagen 
Sarasvatī lintel from Haḷēbīḍ 
Kēdārēśvara temple, detail, 
Sarasvatī.  National Museum of 
Denmark Da.665.
Figure 5.26 — Haḷēbīḍ 
Kēdārēśvara temple, lower 
lintel of western antarāla 
doorway, detail, Śiva.
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Figure 5.27 — Haḷēbīḍ Kēdārēśvara temple, 
southern garbha-gṛha doorway, doorjamb 
detail, Vaiṣṇava dvārapāla.
Figure 5.28 — Doorjamb from Haḷēbīḍ 
Kēdārēśvara temple, detail, dvārapāla of 














































































































































































Figure 5.34 — Gadag, Sarasvatī shrine to south of Trikūṭēśvara temple, interior, 
ca. late 11th–early 12th century.
Figure 5.35 — Gadag, Sarasvatī 






































































































southwest, ca. 12th 
century.




Figure 6.3 — Haḷēbīḍ, 
Gūdḷēśvara temple, plan 
(scale not exact; bhadras 
of raṅga-maṇḍapa not 
indicated).  Entrance to 
temple faces east.  Plan by 
Karishma Rao, Ikshu 
Dhanva, Sumana Harish, 
Sanjana H.Y., and Srishti 
Singh.
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Figure 6.4 — Haḷēbīḍ, 
Vīrabhadra temple viewed 
from northwest, ca. 12th 
century with later additions 
(including tower, eastern 
maṇḍapa, bull statue on 
roof).
Figure 6.5 — Haḷēbīḍ, 
Vīrabhadra temple interior.  
View of reused eastern 
raṅga-maṇḍapa looking 
west towards western 
raṅga-maṇḍapa and 
garbha-gṛha.  Hoysaḷa-
period Nandī (bull) in 
foreground left.
Figure 6.6 — Haḷēbīḍ, 
Vīrabhadra temple, plan 
(scale not exact).  Entrance 
to temple faces east.  Plan 
by Karishma Rao, Ikshu 
Dhanva, Sumana Harish, 
Sanjana H.Y., and Srishti 
Singh.
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Figure 6.9 — 
Haḷēbīḍ, Raṅganātha 
temple, plan (scale 
not exact).  Entrance 
to temple faces east.  
Plan by Karishma 
Rao, Ikshu Dhanva, 
Sumana Harish, 
Sanjana H.Y., and 
Srishti Singh.
Figure 6.7 — 
Haḷēbīḍ, 
Raṅganātha temple 
viewed from north, 
ca. 12th–13th-
century vimāna 




upper part of 
tower).
Figure 6.8 — 
Haḷēbīḍ, 
Raṅganātha temple 
viewed from east, 









































































Figure 6.12 — Haḷēbīḍ, Kumbaḷēśvara temple viewed from northeast.  Date uncertain; 
constructed primarily from reused Hoysaḷa-period materials.





Note pillars of 
different 
proportions.
Figure 6.14 — 
Haḷēbīḍ, 
Kumbaḷēśvara temple, 
plan (scale not exact).  
Entrance to temple 
faces east.  Plan by 
Karishma Rao, Ikshu 
Dhanva, Sumana 
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Figure 6.19 — Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra (left) and Gūḍlēśvara (right) temples, viewed from road to 
their east.
Figure 6.20 — Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple, 
guru image in southern subsidiary shrine of 
western raṅga-maṇḍapa, ca. late 13th–14th cent.
Figure 6.21 — Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple, 
goddess image in northern subsidiary shrine of 
western raṅga-maṇḍapa, ca. 16th–17th century.
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Figure 6.22 — Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple, northern side.
Figure 6.23 — Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple, western side.
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Figure 6.24 — Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple, southern side.
Figure 6.25 — Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra 
temple, detail, unfinished sculpture in 
eastern part of southern side.
Figure 6.26 — Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple, 
detail, central bhadra of vimāna, southern side.
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Figure 6.27 — Haḷēbīḍ Hoysaḷēśvara temple, Sūrya shrine, southern side.
Figure 6.28 — Beḷavāḍi Vīra-Nārāyaṇa temple, Vēṇugōpāla shrine, southern side.
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Figure 6.29 — Haḷēbīḍ, Hoysaḷēśvara 
temple, southern vimāna detail.
Figure 6.30 — Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple, 
detail, southwestern corner of vimāna.
Figure 6.31 — Haḷēbīḍ Hoysaḷēśvara temple, 
Sūrya shrine, detail, center of southern side.
Figure 6.32 — Haḷēbīḍ, Vīrabhadra temple, 
detail, southern side.
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Figure 7.1 — Arasīkere, Īśvara temple, ca. late 11th century.  View from east-southeast, 
mukha-maṇḍapa in foreground.
Figure 7.2 — Arasīkere, Īśvara temple, 
vimāna viewed from southwest.
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Appendix I: Heights of Wall Components on Selected Hoysaḷa-style Temples
All measurements approximate, taken from sample areas of each temple
Temple Figural block height Adhiṣṭhāna height and type
Dōrasamudra Hoysaḷēśvara, main 
body (ca. 1120)
165 cm. 222.2 cm.; friezes
image base at ~230 cm.
Dōrasamudra Hoysaḷēśvara, Sūrya 
shrine (ca. 1120/mid-12th cent.)
161 cm. 128.5 cm; moldings
Dōrasamudra Nagarēśvara-site 
temples (ca. mid-12th cent.)
135–150 cm. 157.5 cm. (N&S temples); 
friezes
image base est. at ~160 cm.
Dōrasamudra, present-day 
Vīrabhadra temple (ca. 12th cent.)
105–110 cm. 87 cm.; moldings
Dōrasamudra, present-day 
Hūcēśvara temple (ca. 12th cent.)
140 cm. 149 cm.; friezes
Dōrasamudra Kēdārēśvara (ca. 
1200–1220)
140 cm. 180 cm.; friezes
Bēlūr Vīra-Nārāyaṇa (Cenna-
Kēśava) (ca. 1117)
image + tower 137 cm.
image ht. 75 cm. 
295 cm.; moldings (Bhūmija)
Bēlūr, detached figural blocks 
(temple unknown; ca. 12th cent.?)
165 cm. n/a
Kikkēri Brahmēśvara (ca. 1171) image + base 75 cm.
(block ht. not available)
116 cm.; moldings
image base at ~124 cm.
Beḷavāḍi Vīra-Nārāyaṇa, 
Vēṇugōpāla and Narasiṃha 
shrines (ca. mid-12th – mid-13th 
cent.)
(~105–110 cm.)*





Hosahoḷalu Lakṣmī-Nārāyaṇa (ca. 
13th cent.)
115 cm. 126 cm.; friezes
image base at ~131.5 cm.
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Appendix II: The Bēlūr Āṇḍāḷ Shrine and the Nagarēśvara-site Temples of Dōrasamudra
 The Āṇḍāḷ shrine in the northwestern area of the Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava temple compound 
is an eye-catching monument, a pastiche of architectural materials assembled in a way that 
suggests its designers’ appreciation for the sculptural forms of the Hoysaḷa period (figs. A.1, A.2; 
see also fig. 3.28).  Most likely built in the 16th or 17th century, a period of active construction at 
the Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava compound and a time of rising prominence for the Vaiṣṇava poet-saint-
goddess Āṇḍāḷ, the shrine’s exterior walls exhibit an inventive interpretation of the Hoysaḷa style 
through their striking arrangement of reused Hoysaḷa-period sculptural blocks.1  In the manner of 
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1 So far there has been no detailed study of the Bēlūr Āṇḍāḷ shrine (also called the Raṅganāyaki or Ammanavaru 
shrine).  Previous authors have offered brief comments on it, usually as part of a larger discussion of the Bēlūr 
Cenna-Kēśava temple.  Fergusson, calling it the “Nachyar Pagoda,” was the first in print to note its curious 
assemblage from reused materials and estimated in 1866 that it “may not date back for more than a century, or two 
centuries at most” (in Taylor and Fergusson 1866, p. 49).  R. Narasimhachar (1919, p. 17; pp. 25-26 quoting 
Fergusson) was more interested in its reused sculptures than in the shrine itself; M.A. Dhaky (1996, p. 356) also 
focuses on the reused materials.  M.H. Krishna (in MAR 1931, p. 29) dated the shrine to the Vijayanagara period 
(1336–1565 C.E.) and Crispin Branfoot (2007a, p. 114) has suggested a 15th–16th-century date.  B.R. Gopal (1985, 
p. 147), in a brief article on Āṇḍāḷ in Karṇāṭaka, placed her shrine in Bēlūr within the late 14th century, evidently 
looking to an inscription that records the reinstitution of worship at the Cenna-Kēśava compound in 1397 {EC (NS) 
9, Bl. 144 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 3]}.  That inscription makes no reference to Āṇḍāḷ, however, and the only construction it 
records is that of the temple’s gōpura (towered entrance gateway).  The body of epigraphical, visual, and literary 
evidence that Gopal presents, moreover, suggests instead that Āṇḍāḷ’s worship in Karṇāṭaka flourished 
predominantly in the 16th–17th centuries (Gopal 1985, pp. 146-151).  The Āmuktamālyada, a Telugu text about 
Āṇḍāḷ that is attributed to the celebrated Vijayanagara king Kṛṣṇarāya (r. 1510–1529) (see Dehejia 1990, p. 14; 
Verghese 1995, p. 79), seems to have come near the beginning of this rise in Āṇḍāḷ worship.  The worship of all 
thirteen Vaiṣṇava poet-saints (called āḻvārs), one of whom is Āṇḍāḷ, seems to have been instituted at Vijayanagara in 
the 16th century (see Verghese 1995, pp. 63, 79; see also p. 59).  While devotion to the ca. 9th-century saint in her 
native Tamiḻ Nāḍu is attested by images and verses as early as the 10th century (see Dehejia 1990, pp. 10-11) and a 
temple was built in her honor at her hometown of Śrīvilliputtūr by the mid-15th, as attested by an inscription of 1454 
(Dehejia 1990, pp. 13-14, 161-163), the majority of structures in the Śrīvilliputtūr Āṇḍāḷ temple compound seem to 
have been built between the late 16th and early 17th centuries (Branfoot 2007b, pp. 22, 67), which suggests Āṇḍāḷ’s 
growing importance at that time.  The late 15th–early 17th centuries were also a period of active expansion for the 
Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava temple, with activity concentrated in the sixteenth, as inscriptions recording new constructions 
at the compound attest [EC (NS) 9, Bl. 139 (1484 C.E.), Bl. 112 (1485), Bl. 67 (ca. 15th–16th-century characters), 
Bl. 93 (1514), Bl. 104 (1565), Bl. 92 (1566),  Bl. 66 (1580), Bl. 103 (1588), Bl. 146 (1626)].  Although a few post-
Hoysaḷa inscriptions also record construction within the compound outside this time period [e.g., EC (NS) 9, Bl. 144 
(1397), Bl. 40 (1696), Bl. 115 (1709); re: the main temple’s tower: Bl. 12 (1387), Bl. 13 (1736), Bl. 14 (1774)], and 
none of the surviving inscriptions refer to Āṇḍāḷ or to her shrine, considering the evidence for the rise of Āṇḍāḷ 
worship in 16th–17th-century Karṇāṭaka alongside the surge in construction at the Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava compound 
at the same time, ca. 16th–17th-century is the most plausible timeframe for the Āṇḍāḷ shrine’s construction. 
Dōrasamudra’s 12th-century Hoysaḷa-style temples and their 13th-century successors,2 the 
figural compositions at the center of the wall are separated from the kūṭa-stambhas (tower-on-
pillar motifs) above them, and elephant and vine friezes run the length of the adhiṣṭhāna (base) 
below (figs. A.2, A.4).  Rather than forming dynamic architectural contours, however, the figural 
blocks are placed along flat walls like pictures on display, and they are separated from the 
architectural imagery above them not by a secondary chādya (eave) but by reused pieces of 
sculptural friezes taken from Hoysaḷa-period adhiṣṭhānas (on the vimāna), or by unadorned 
beams that project slightly from the rest of the wall (on the exterior of the raṅga-maṇḍapa).3  
Furthermore, the reused vine and elephant friezes of the adhiṣṭhāna itself do not belong to a 
larger series of sculptural friezes; rather, they are incorporated into the distinct series of moldings 
that form the bases of the shrine’s vimāna, raṅga-maṇḍapa, and open mukha-maṇḍapa.4  The 
mukha-maṇḍapa displays three rows of four curvilinear śrīkāra pillars, also reused from 
Hoysaḷa-period temples, and another four define the interior space of the raṅga-maṇḍapa.  
Between these two spaces is a Hoysaḷa-period doorway reused from a Śaiva temple (fig. A.3);5 
while the damaged image at the center of its lintel can still be identified as a dancing Śiva, the 
dvārapālas at the base of either jamb have been re-carved with Vaiṣṇava attributes.  The tower of 
the shrine, which atypically rises above the raṅga-maṇḍapa rather than the vimāna, bears some 
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2 See chapters 1 and 3 for further discussion of the Hoysaḷa style, and for the points of differentiation between its 
two primary varieties.
3 Much more can be said about the different treatments of the vimāna’s and raṅga-maṇḍapa’s exteriors, including 
the incorporation of pillars and pilasters into the latter, the closer spacing of images between those pillars, the 
different designs of the adhiṣṭhānas, and the implications of all these distinctions.  Such a discussion, however, is 
better suited to a larger study of the Bēlūr Āṇḍāḷ shrine than I intend for this appendix.
4 While both elephant- and vine-friezes are incorporated into the adhiṣṭhānas of the vimāna and mukha-maṇḍapa, 
only elephant friezes are found in that of the raṅga-maṇḍapa.
5 MAR 1931, p. 29.
resemblance to the cupola-topped superstructures of temples built between Vijayanagara and the 
former Hoysaḷa country during the 16th–17th-centuries,6 but the rows of kūṭas along the roofline 
are more commonly an 18th-century feature and the whole tower may have been added at that 
time — indeed, the tower of the Cenna-Kēśava temple itself was rebuilt in the 18th century, as 
perhaps was that of the Saumyanāyaki shrine in the southwestern part of the compound.7
 A great deal more could be said about the forms of the Āṇḍāḷ shrine, but here I want to 
focus on the large figural blocks that line the central section of its exterior walls, which I 
discussed in chapter 3 as important sculptural components of the now-ruined Nagarēśvara-site 
temples of Dōrasamudra/Haḷēbīḍ.8  At approximately 135–145 cm. in height, with the featured 
figural images occupying a majority of that space, they bear a strong resemblance to figural 
panels known to have come from the Nagarēśvara site, which range between about 135 and 150 
cm. in height and similarly devote much of their pictorial space to figural compositions (figs.    
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6 See Michell, ed. 2001, Pl. 108 (Vijayanagara Candraśekhara temple, ca. mid-16th cent.); Pls. 369-370, 372 (Ikkēri 
Aghōrēśvara temple, ca. 1566-70); Pl. 386 (Koppa Vīrabhadra temple, ca. first half 17th cent.); a slightly later 
example: Pl. 388 (Jambiṭṭige Nīlakaṇṭhēśvara temple, 1733).  Temples from western Āndhra dating to this period 
also have similarly cupola-capped superstructures: see e.g. Michell, ed. 2001, Pl. 130 (Tāḍpatri, Bugga 
Rāmaliṅgēśvara temple, Rāmaliṅga shrine, ca. first half 16th cent.); Pl. 157 (Lepākṣī, Vīrabhadra temple, ca. second 
quarter 16th cent.).
7 In fact, two 18th-century inscriptions — one dating to 1736 C.E. and the other to 1774 — record the installation of 
a “firm pinnacle” on the Kēśava temple {EC (NS) 9, Bl. 13, 14 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 63, 64]; both are in Sanskrit and use 
the phrase sthīra-kalaśa yutaṃ, “endowed with a firm pinnacle”}.  No inscriptions are known to refer to the 
superstructures of the Āṇḍāḷ or Saumyanāyaki shrines, but these towers appear to be about contemporary.
8 Dhaky has also suggested that the Āṇḍāḷ shrine’s reused materials may have originated in Haḷēbīḍ, but his 
comments are tentative and do not suggest a specific source.  Before describing the reused materials of the Āṇḍāḷ 
shrine, he states that they once belonged to “some earlier temple belonging to Trend ‘B’ which may have existed 
either in this complex, or elsewhere in the town, or the material perhaps had been brought from some ruined and 
now vanished temple in Haḷēbīḍ” (Dhaky 1996, p. 356).  Dhaky’s “Trend ‘B’” refers to temples built in the manner 
of the Hoysaḷēśvara temple (see chapter 1, n. 32 above).
A.5, A.6; see also figs. 3.31, 3.32, 3.35, 3.36).9  The bodily proportions of the images and the 
foliate motifs of their bases and canopies further align these reused stones with the Nagarēśvara 
site, and the refined quality of their high-relief carving is likewise on a par with what I identified 
in chapter 3 as the mark of central Dōrasamudra’s monumental 12th-century temples.10  Most 
importantly, the corner blocks incorporated into the walls of the Āṇḍāḷ shrine blend one figural 
composition into the next by means of the sculptural corner technique that I have described as 
key to the uninterrupted sculptural effect that distinguished the monuments of central 
Dōrasamudra — an effect that can still be seen on the Hoysaḷēśvara temple and that must also 
have characterized the temples of the Nagarēśvara site when they were intact.11  
 While an abundance of material resembling the Āṇḍāḷ shrine’s large figural panels 
survives in Haḷēbīḍ or has a recorded provenance from that town, and while much of this 
material is documented as having come from the Nagarēśvara site, nothing quite like it is known 
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9 See chapter 3, p. 107.  As noted there, the variation in size between figural panels from the Nagarēśvara site 
probably derives from differences between the multiple temples that were built within its compound.  Moreover, 
some variation occurs within a single temple, since different parts of the wall require blocks of different dimensions.  
I have only been able to measure some the sculptures known to have come from the Nagarēśvara site and now in 
Haḷēbīḍ; similarly, I have measured only a sample among the panels of the Āṇḍāḷ shrine that I identify with 
Haḷēbīḍ’s Nagarēśvara site.  A comprehensive set of measurements and other descriptive data for the Nagarēśvara-
site materials, both at Haḷēbīḍ and elsewhere, would greatly benefit our understanding of the temples for which they 
were made. 
10 It is worth noting that M.A. Dhaky, in commenting on the absence of any surviving temple that stylistically 
bridges the 80+ years between the Haḷēbīḍ Hoysaḷēśvara (ca. 1120) and Kēdārēśvara (ca. 1200–1220) temples, has 
remarked: “the material of a temple used in the hotch-potch erection of the Āṇḍāḷ temple in the Bēlūr complex may 
well have been from a temple falling in the time between the two aforenoted edifices” (Dhaky 1996, p. 396).  
Although Dhaky does not propose a specific source for the Āṇḍāḷ shrine’s figural blocks or cover the Nagarēśvara-
site material in his discussion, his observation about the stylistic relationship between the three temples and their 
relative chronology (Hoysaḷēśvara — Āṇḍāḷ shrine materials — Kēdārēśvara) accords with my arguments in chapter 
3 that work on the Nagarēśvara-site temples (elements of which are now incorporated into the Bēlūr Āṇḍāḷ shrine) 
closely followed work on the Hoysaḷēśvara, and that the Kēdārēśvara temple follows later in the same tradition.  The 
dating I have proposed for the materials (ca. mid-12th century) overlaps with but is somewhat earlier than that 
proposed by Dhaky (“later half of the 12th century”; Dhaky 1996, p. 356).
11 See chapter 3 (section entitled “Dōrasamudra and the Creation of a Hoysaḷa Temple Style,” especially its second 
and fourth subsections: “Integrating Architecture and Sculpture…” and “Dōrasmudra’s Visual Prestige”).
to have originated in a Hoysaḷa-period context within Bēlūr.  In considering the sources for the 
Āṇḍāḷ shrine’s reused materials, however, we must bear in mind that some of Bēlūr’s own 
Hoysaḷa-period temples have surely vanished from the archaeological record or await 
excavation.  In his brief comments about the Bēlūr Āṇḍāḷ shrine, published in the Mysore 
Archaeological Report of 1931, M.H. Krishna sought to connect the reused materials with local 
temples that no longer survive.  Taking note of the Śaiva imagery seen in some of the shrine’s 
reused components, such as the doorway, Krishna suggested that some of these materials once 
belonged to a temple dedicated to Śiva as Viṣṇvīśvara [“Lord (īśvara) of Viṣṇu”], a deity named 
in a fragmentary inscription on a pillar within the Kappe-Cennigarāya temple of the Cenna-
Kēśava compound.12  This inscription, however, records a donation both to Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa-
Kēśavadēva — i.e., Kēśava of the Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa temple compound, the main deity of the 
Kappe-Cennigarāya temple — and to Viṣṇvīśvaradēva,13  and thus would seem to suggest that 
Viṣṇvīśvara was enshrined somewhere in or near the Kappe-Cennigarāya temple.  But Krishna 
also mentioned a ruin, said to be located approximately 0.4 km. to the northeast of the Cenna-
Kēśava temple, which he identified with the postulated temple to Viṣṇvīśvara.  As he described it 
in 1931, a temple that once stood at the location had “almost completely disappeared …, in part, 
covered by the later fort wall,” but “the large number of carved stones and sculptures lying about 
and a stone which has been discovered intact unmistakably declare its disappeared glory.” 14  It is 
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12 MAR 1931, p. 29, citing EC (OS) V, Bl. 15 [now published in EC (NS) 9, Bl. 95].  The inscription is not dated but 
EC (NS) 9 (p. 51) assigns it paleographically to the 13th century.  Krishna (in MAR 1931, p. 29) attributed the 
Viṣṇvīśvara temple to the period Viṣṇuvardhana or Nārasiṃha I (i.e., early–mid-12th century), implying (albeit 
somewhat ambiguously) that he believed the inscription to date to the same period.  As mentioned in chapter 3, the 
Kappe-Cennigarāya temple stands next to the Cenna-Kēśava temple and was founded at the same time (1117) to 
enshrine the god Kēśava (see chapter 3, n. 55; Narasimhachar 1919, p. 16).
13 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 95, l. 16.
14 MAR 1931, p. 29.
a shame that this ruin was not better documented and that Krishna did not elaborate upon the 
characteristics of the “carved stones and sculptures lying about;” to my knowledge it was never 
excavated, and I have been unable to find any trace of it during my visits to Bēlūr.  These 
remains perhaps belonged to the Biṭṭēśvara temple (1164 C.E.), the monumental foundation 
inscription of which was brought “from the north wall of the fort at Bêlûr” for safekeeping in the 
sheltered northern prākāra (compound wall) of the Cenna-Kēśava temple, as reported in 1937.15 
 Even if some of the Āṇḍāḷ shrine’s reused materials came from the ruin of northern Bēlūr, 
as Krishna suggested, this scenario does not preclude the argument that the most sculptural of the 
figural panels were brought from the Nagarēśvara site of Dōrasamudra/Haḷēbīḍ.  Indeed, it is 
likely that the Āṇḍāḷ shrine’s various Hoysaḷa-period materials — including pillars, doorways, 
frieze fragments, and kūta-stambhas, as well as the large figural blocks — were collected from 
more than one temple.  The striking similarities between the majority of the Āṇḍāḷ shrine’s 
figural blocks and those of the Nagarēśvara site are highlighted further when we compare them 
with a number of other figural blocks found within the Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava compound today.  
Situated outside their original architectural contexts, at present it is not possible to determine the 
source from which they came.  It is tempting, however, to speculate that if the ruin that was so 
briefly and tantalizingly described by Krishna contained large figural panels — a feature that was 
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15 MAR 1937, no. 28 [now published in EC (NS) 9, Bl. 136]; dimensions given as 6’ x 3’ (1.83 x 0.91 m).  Perhaps 
this large slab was the “stone… discovered intact” that was mentioned in the 1931 report.  Another inscription of the 
same Biṭṭēśvara temple, dated 1174 C.E., is built into the wall of the Āḻvār shrine on the southern side of the Cenna-
Kēśava compound, which is now used as a storage space for processional floats and other temple property [EC (NS) 
9, Bl. 108 (MAR 1934, no. 1)].  When Krishna reported the 1174 inscription, he suggested that some of the Āṇḍāḷ 
shrine’s sculptures may have belonged to the Biṭṭēśvara temple, but he proposed that this temple was was located 
within the Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa compound; he also identified the Biṭṭēśvara temple with the Viṣṇvīśvara, either 
forgetting or ignoring his earlier identification of Viṣṇvīśvara with the ruin to the northeast (MAR 1934, p. 82; see 
also MAR 1937, p. 171).  The “several pinnacles” described in both Biṭṭēśvara inscriptions seem to refer to the 
temple’s own towers, not those of the Vijaya-Nārāyaṇa (Cenna-Kēśava) temple, as Krishna thought.  Both 
inscriptions also mention the god Jagatīśvara, who seems to have been enshrined in the same temple.  My 
interpretation also differs from Krishna’s here; he believed that Jagatīśvara was enshrined in a different temple 
altogether (MAR 1934, p. 83; MAR 1937, p. 171).
not explicitly noted but which must be considered in light of his suggestion that the ruin was a 
source for the Āṇḍāḷ shrine’s sculptural elements — then it may have been material carved in the 
manner of these blocks that he saw “lying about.” 
 With features that differentiate them from the materials of Dōrasamudra’s Nagarēśvara-
site temples, several of these large figural blocks are now built into the covered northern prākāra 
of the Cenna-Kēśava compound, an area of the temple that was made into a repository for highly 
valued archaeological remains in the early to mid-20th century (fig. A.7),16 and two more flank 
the open facade of the former Āḻvār shrine on the southern side of the compound (used today as a 
storage space, primarily for processional floats) (figs. A.8–A.10).  These blocks are distinguished 
by larger dimensions than those of the Āṇḍāḷ shrine and Nagarēśvara site — a sample suggests 
that their height averages around 165 cm.17 — and the figural compositions occupy less space 
within the pictorial field than their counterparts from Dōrasamudra, leaving more room for the 
bases and canopies that frame the figures.  The foliate patterns that adorn these bases and 
canopies are also markedly different from those of the Nagarēśvara site, with smaller encircling 
tendrils in greater numbers and, in many, a multi-pointed, star-shaped, stylized flower motif that 
is unknown within Dōrasamurda’s surviving visual record (compare figs. 3.31, 3.32, A.4–A.6,   
A.7–A.9).  Most significantly for my arguments in chapter 3 about the visual prestige expressed 
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16 Additional figural blocks that appear to come from Haḷēbīḍ’s Nagarēśvara site are also found in the northern 
prākāra.  Many of the figural blocks within the northern prākāra are of ambiguous origin and would merit further 
research.  Many of these materials were presumably built into post-Hoysaḷa structures that once stood within the 
Cenna-Kēśava compound but were dismantled in the early 20th century by the Archaeological Survey of Mysore 
[Narasimhachar 1919, plate II, shows a plan of the temple compound before the removal of these structures 
(reproduced and adapted in Branfoot 2007a, fig. 5); MAR 1944 (p. 13) summarizes the “renovations” that entailed 
the clearance of some post-Hoysaḷa structures from the compound between 1935 and 1944].  Others, such as the 
Biṭṭēśvara inscription of 1164 (cited in previous note), were brought from other locations within Bēlūr.
17 This is the same height that I have estimated for the Hoysaḷēśvara temple’s figural panels, and the size was surely 
significant for the temple from which these materials came.  The question of their provenance merits further 
investigation; it would be worth considering possible connections between their dimensions, location, and 
patronage.  See Appendix I for comparative measurements of figural blocks from different temples.
by the sculptural effects of central Dōrasamudra’s monumental temples, sculptural corners are 
absent from this set of figural blocks.  In fact, among the corner pieces that are known, a pilaster 
carved into the corner of the block emphatically separates adjacent figural compositions from 
one another (fig. A.8).  In this regard, their closest parallel among the surviving temples of 
Dōrasamudra is the smaller Vīrabhadra temple, discussed in chapter 6.  Their compositions, 
however, tend to be more static than those of Dōrasamudra’s figural panels, whatever the scale.  
While examples of iconically standing deities are known from the Hoysaḷa-style temples of 
Dōrasamudra, most, as we saw in chapter 3, are marked by a great dynamism, a quality that is 
especially pronounced in the sculptural corner blocks of the Hoysaḷēśvara and Nagarēśvara-site 
temples.
 Considering the strong similarities between the Āṇḍāḷ shrine’s large figural panels and 
those of Dōrasamudra/Haḷēbīḍ’s Nagarēśvara site, together with the absence of comparable 
materials from a Hoysaḷa-period context within Bēlūr, the evidence compellingly points to 
Haḷēbīḍ’s Nagarēśvara ruin as a source for the Āṇḍāḷ shrine’s most sculptural figural blocks.  It 
may at first strike some readers as improbable that such massive blocks of stone would have been 
brought all the way from Haḷēbīḍ, some 15 km. away, for the construction of the Āṇḍāḷ shrine in 
Bēlūr, but recent research demonstrates that such a scenario is not so far-fetched.  Within a larger 
study of political, historical, and cultural appropriations at sites of power in the 16th-century 
Deccan, Phillip Wagoner and Richard Eaton have shown that a remarkable number of ca. 11th–
12th-century architectural materials with Cāḷukya associations were transported no less than 40 
miles (more than 64 km.) to the city of Vijayanagara for reconstruction or reuse in buildings at 
prominent locations within that city, most likely during the mid-16th century as part of a 
systematic undertaking by the Āravīḍu dynasty to connect themselves with the imperium of their 
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Cāḷukya predecessors.18  Although the reasons behind the reuse of sculptural materials from 
Hoysaḷa-period temples in Bēlūr’s Āṇḍāḷ shrine have yet to be fully worked out, the cases of 
architectural reuse at Vijayanagara that Wagoner and Eaton discuss demonstrate that the 
appropriation and long-distance transport of valued architectural materials for reuse in a new 
context were practices employed by builders and patrons in Karṇāṭaka by the time of the Āṇḍāḷ 
shrine’s construction.  
 The status of Bēlūr as a regional center of power for the Vijayanagara-based polities 
further substantiates the connection between the architectural practices of each location.  
Following the Hoysaḷas’ fall from power in the mid-14th century, the Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava 
temple continued to attract donations from elite individuals, and the prominence of both the city 
and the temple increased further during the 16th–18th centuries with the rise of the Bēlūr 
Nāyakas.  Initially appointed as regional governors for the Vijayanagara-based Tuluva dynasty, 
the Nāyakas of Bēlūr were later subordinates of the Āravīḍus and Woḍeyars but at times operated 
independently.19  It is precisely during the period of this local polity that the Āṇḍāḷ shrine is most 
likely to have been constructed.  Whatever combination of values may have motivated the 
shrine’s patrons and builders — political, historical, aesthetic, devotional, or ritual — it is quite 
plausible that the Bēlūr-based elites of what was once Hoysaḷa country would have wanted to 
bring some of their region’s most visually impressive sculptural material from the former capital 
to the new seat of power.
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18 Wagoner 2007 (esp. pp. 10-15); Eaton and Wagoner forthcoming, chapter 3.  The evidence that clinches the point 
that these reused materials were transported such a distance is the fine-grained schist from which they are made, 
which can only be found 40 miles or more to the west of Vijayanagara and was only used in Cāḷukya-period temples 
within the region where it naturally occurs (Wagoner 2007, p. 10; Eaton and Wagoner forthcoming, typescript pp. 
119-120).
19 For a historical overview of the mid-14th–18th centuries in Bēlūr and the surrounding region, see EC (NS) 9, pp. 
cxii-cxxii.
 While Vijayanagara provides strong evidence for the systematic importation of visually 
distinctive architectural materials from distant locations for their reuse in new structures, other 
instances of reuse found closer to the Āṇḍāḷ shrine also support the argument that its sculptural 
figural blocks were transported to Bēlūr from Haḷēbīḍ’s Nagarēśvara site.  Within the Cenna-
Kēśava compound itself, reused inscription slabs incorporated into other post-Hoysaḷa structures 
attest to the transfer of heavy stone materials to Bēlūr from other towns.  Two of these, moreover, 
record the foundation of temples in Dōrasamudra, where they must have stood before being 
taken to Bēlūr and reused as building materials.20  In Haḷēbīḍ too, as I discussed at the beginning 
of chapter 6, post-Hoysaḷa construction practices involved the reuse of Hoysaḷa-period materials.  
In some cases, this reuse entailed the dismantlement, transfer, and reconstruction of entire 
structures — as in the eastern raṅga-maṇḍapas of the Raṅganātha and Vīrabhadra temples — 
and in other cases, such as the mukha-maṇḍapa of the Raṅganātha temple, it involved the 
prominent display of sculptural blocks from the Nagarēśvara site and other former temples (fig. 
6.8).  Although all or most of Haḷēbīḍ’s reused materials seem to have come from local sources, 
they speak to a prioritization of Hoysaḷa-period sculptural and architectural forms — and to an 
interest in sculptural blocks from the Nagarēśvara site specifically — that relates to the 
incorporation of such materials into the Bēlūr Āṇḍāḷ shrine.  
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20 EC (NS) 9, Bl. 36 (MAR 1938, no. 9), reused as a cross-beam in the old vāhana-maṇṭapa of the Cenna-Kēśava 
temple (the building between the Vīra-Nārāyaṇa temple and the Saumyanāyaki shrine in the southwestern area of the 
compound, according to the map in Narasimhachar 1919), records a grant to Araḷiya Vināyakadēva of Dōrasamudra 
in 1252 C.E.  EC (NS) 9, Bl. 106 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 17], reused within the roof of the Saumyanāyaki shrine, records 
the foundation of the Viṣṇuvardhana Jinālaya in Dōrasamudra, in 1136 C.E. (cited in chapter 4 above).  Other 
inscriptions from locations outside Bēlūr include EC (NS) 9, Bl. 34 [EC (OS) V, Bl. 18] from the Brahmēśvara 
temple in Banavūr, on a pillar reused within the old vāhana-maṇṭapa, and EC (NS) 9, Bl. 107 (MAR 1926, no. 6), 
from the temple of Prasanna Kēśava in Saubhāgyapura, incorporated into the northern wall of the Saumyanāyaki 
shrine.
 The processes involved in the construction of the Āṇḍāḷ shrine and the choices that led to 
its distinctive display of reused materials merit a fuller study.  In this brief discussion, my aim 
has been to show that this fascinating structure’s most sculptural figural blocks — particularly 
those with corners that have been transformed into a series of sculptural forms — were brought 
from the Nagarēśvara site of Dōrasamudra/Haḷēbīḍ.  Made to project the visual prestige that 
characterized that city, when reused within Bēlūr’s Āṇḍāḷ shrine the masterfully crafted imagery 






















































































Figure A.4 — Bēlūr Āṇḍāḷ shrine, northern side of vimāna.
Figure A.5 — Figural block from Haḷēbīḍ 
Nagarēśvara site incorporated into Bēlūr 
Āṇḍāḷ shrine, northwestern corner of vimāna.
Figure A.6 — Figural block from Haḷēbīḍ 
Nagarēśvara site incorporated into Haḷēbīḍ 
Kēdārēśvara temple, southern vimāna.
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Figure A.7 — Bēlūr Cenna-
Kēśava compound, figural blocks 
in northern prākāra.
Figure A.10 — Bēlūr Cenna-Kēśava compound, former Aḻvār shrine. Note the two reused 
corner blocks, one at each end of the facade.
Figures A.8, A.9 — Figural block reused in former Āḻvār 
shrine, Bēlūr.  A.8 (left): Corner.  A.9 (right): Inner side.  
Note vine motifs and pilaster.
